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Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 
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“ MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare x Gray’ s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 

and Law Courts, dc. ’ Buses to all parts minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Btation. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
Meetings, o) 

LIVERPOOL «6s -—«Ss AD ELP - Ghose to Central (Midland) Station. 

BRADFORD - MIDLAND - ent Restaurant. 

LEFDS - - QUEEN’S - In Centre of Town. 

DERBY ~ ~ MIDLAND - For Peak of 

MORECAMBE - LAND - Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf 


Tariffs on ieee 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LiCBNSR. 
Suituble clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 

SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


— 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





10, 









SECURE. 


London Parochial Charities ............ 395 

416 | Chillingworth vy. Chambers ............... 383 

| Drax v. Ffooks ...... . 393 
es ae 8 











CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue ist of ap for hearing in the Easter Sitti 1896, 
consists of 79 Set and +5 lepediontiont appeals, a. 94 in 
all, as com with a total of 81 at the commencement of the 
Hilary Sittings, and 120 at the commencement of the Easter 


Sittings, 1895. 


In tHE Chancery Division the actions and matters before the 
five judges comprise 130 before Currry, J.; 84 before Norrz, 
J.; 95 before Srrauixe, J.; 71 before Kexewren, J.; and 130 
before Romer, J., making a total of 510 actions and matters, as 
compared with a total of 446 at the commencement of the 
Hilary Sittings, and of 404 at the commencement of the Easter 
Sittings, 1895. Mr. Justice Vavenan Wrixiams has a list of 
66 winding-up matters. 








Tue cause List of the Queen’s Bench Division contains 980 
causes, of which 385 are actions for trial with juries, and 287 
for trial without juries. The total of causes at the commence- 
ment of the Hilary Sittings was 588, and at the commencement 
of the Easter Sitti 1895, 514. It is noteworthy that there 
are only 3 commercial causes set down, as inst 16 at the 
commencement of the Hilary Sittings. In the Probate Division 
there are 187 causes in all. . 


On tHE motion of Sir Rozsrr Rem, the order to go into Com 
mittee on the Judicial Trustees Bill has been di and 
the Bill has been committed to the Standing Committee on Law. 
As we have already pointed out, the Bill is identical with the 
Bill of last year founded on the report of the Committee on 
Trusts Administration. The change in procedure will 

for it more consideration than would otherwise 
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ee possible. 

TOTAL ASSETS, £3,000,000. ’ . 
£ 3,000,000 INCOME, £355,000 in etiedineneih ected for the hearing of 
The Yearly New Business excoeds ONE MILLION. witness actions in the Chancery Division during the ensuing 
A , si —Mr. Justice Onrrry will hear witness actions from 
ssurances in force, TEN MILLIONS, Tu , the 2ist of April, to , the Qad of May, in- 
sneepviitadiniitibe dibs clusive ; foe hee oe ee aeoppore pestion wil be take 
einai by Mr. Justice Norrn, Mr. J Norra will hear witness 
” é actions from Tuesday, the Sth of May, to Saturday, the 16th of 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancellor of England). | May, inclusive ; and his motions and eae itions will 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. be taken by Mr. Justice Qurrry. Mr. Justice will 


Tho Right Hon, Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L. 
FREDERIOK JOHN BLAKE, Haq. 


hear witness actions from , the Sth of May, to 
the 14th of May, inclusive; his 
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WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Keg. 
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April, until the end of the following week, his motions and 
unopposed petitions during that period being taken by Mr. 
Justice Strntrxc. Mr. Justice Kzexewicx will also take witness 
actions at other times. 





Dvrinc THE PERIOD when the doctrine of contempt of court was 
being pushed by Lord Chief Justice Cockstry to what appeared 
to us wholly unwarrantable lengths the Soricrrors’ JouRNAL 
never ceased to protest inst the monstrous growth; and 
when, in 1877, the Court of Appeal took occasion, in Re Clements 
(21 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 360; 46 L. J. Ch. 375), to give a 
decisive check to that growth we had the gratification of find- 
ing the view which we had so frequently urged exactly 
adopted and repeated by the late Sir Gzorcz JxssEL in the 
following passage in his judgment: “ It seems to me that this 
jurisdiction of committing for contempt, being practically 
arbitrary and unlimited, should be most jealously and carefully 
watched ; and exercised, if I may say so, with the greatest 
reluctance and the greatest anxiety on the part of the judges to 
see whether there is no cther mode which is not open to the 
objection of arbitrariness and which can be brought to bear 
upon the subject.” ‘It was,” he said, “no doubt, a necessary 
jurisdiction, but only in the sense in which other extreme 
measures were sometimes necessary to preserve a man’s rights— 
that is, where no other pertinent remedy could be found. 
There were the strongest reasons why it should not be extended 
to cases to which it had never been applied before.” No doubt 
the facts in Re Clements were a reductio ad absurdum of the 
doctrine, for as Lord Justice Metiisx pointed out, if the order 
of the Vice-Chancellor in that case were correct, it would 
follow that whenever solicitors engaged in an action, or their 
clerke, had to meet each other, and one of them happened to 
lose his temper and make use of improper language, that 
would be treated as a contempt of court. But the observa- 
tions we have quoted were obviously meant to be of general 
application. We are glad to see that this week they have 
been adopted by the Queen’s Bench Division in Reg. v. Payne 
and Cooper, where the Lord Chief Justice remarked that “he 
thought the courts had been troubled too often with motions 
of this sort [that is, relative to contempt of court), and in some 
instances the decisions had gone too far.” 





Tue rowrr of the court under section 39 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1581, to release the property of a married woman 
from a restraint on anticipation is subject to the condition that it 
is only to be exercised where it appears to the court to be for her 
benefit, and, according to the interesting judgment of Currry, J., 
in Re P.’s Settlement (reported elsewhere), it will not be exercised 
for the purpose of releasing her from difficulties in which she has 
become involved through her own extravagance. Previously to 
1681 the court, although the restraint on anticipation was of 
its own creation, was powerless to interfere with it, a state of 
things which received striking illustration in Robinson v. Wheel- 
wright (6 D. M. & G. 535). In that case a married woman was 
entitled to certain property, including a small plot of land 
which had been inclosed from a common, subject to a restraint 
on anticipation. A testator bequeathed to her a legacy of 
£1,200, on condition that she conveyed away the encroachment 
within twelve months after his death. The encroachment was 
worth about £120. It was held that the restraint on anticipation 
debarred the married woman from fulfilling the condition, and, 
since the court could not interfere, she lost the £1,300. Section 39 
of the Conveyancing Act provides that, “ notwithstanding that a 
married woman is restrained from anticipation, the court may, if it 
thinks fit, where it a rs to the court to be for her benefit, by 
judgment or order, with her consent, bind her interest in any 


restraint, but only to make binding a particular disposition 
made by the married woman. 





Even WHERE it is for the benefit of the married woman thy 
the restraint should be released, the court still has, under the 
words of section 39, a discretion whether it will interfere; anj 
in Re Little (40 Ch. D. 418) the Court of Appeal declined to 
remove the restraint where the married woman was the dongs 
of a power, and the object was to enable her to obtain the fruits 
of a release of the power. Under the more reasonable view of 
the release of powers which has since been established (2, 
Radcliff, 40 W. R. 323; 1892, 1 Ch. 227; Re Somes, ante, p, 
210) it may be doubted whether He Little was well decided; 
but it illustrates the jealousy ‘with which the court guards the 
restraint on anticipation. In Re S.’s Settlement (W. N. 1893, 
127) Kexewicn, J., refused to allow a married woman to charge 
her income for the purpose of paying her husband’s debts, there 
being no special circumstances, save that his profession did not 
bring him in any income. The effect of the proposal would 
have been to reduce the income from £350 to £170 a year, and 
so practically deprive her of the provision secured for her. Qn 
the other hand, the decision of Romer, J., in Re Milner’s Settle. 
ment (1891, 3 Ch. 547) shews that the mere fact that the hus. 
band is largely interested in having the restraint removed will 
not prevent the court from exercising its power under the section 
if the result will be substantially to benefit the wife, as where 
the arrangement relieves her from anxiety and is generally 
beneficial to herself and her children. So, if the husband 
has been brought to such circumstances that the wife is 
harassed by the importunities of his creditors, and his 
home is in danger of being broken up, the court may 
allow her property to be resorted to (Re C.’s Settlement, 56 
L. J. Ch. 556). The court, as Curry, J., has remarked in 
the present case of Re P.’s Settlement, must take into considera- 
tion all the circumstances, and must balance the undoubted 
benefit of the restraint against the alleged benefit of its removal, 
and see whether the benefit of removal actually preponderates, 
That case he did not regard as one calling for his intervention, 
The settled property had originally yielded the married woman 
an income of over £1,000 a year. Previous applications to the 
court for the removal of the restraint had been successful, and 
had had the effect of reducing this sum to £830 a year. Her 
present difficulties arose in consequence of her having had re- 
course to a money-lender, and Curry, J., laid it down as a rule 
that he would not grant relief under such circumstances. If he 
did, it would be easy for married women to force the hand of the 
court. In point of fact, the debt which it was desired to settle 
was only some £500, and the married woman could speedily pay 
it out of her income. For cases of this kind section 39 was not 
meant to provide. 





Ix THE casy of Re Webber (ante, p. 388), Norrn, J., decided 
that where a testator divides his residuary personal estate into 
shares, some of which are settled and others are not, the sottle- 
ment estate duty on the settled share has to be paid by the 
executor, and that he cannot recover it from the owners of the 
settled shares—in other words, that the settlement estate duty has 
to be paid out of the residuary personal estate before the division 
is made. An able end valued correspondent argues (ante, p. 
400) that the settlement estate duty “ differs wholly in its nature 
from the estate duty, being imposed (like legacy duty) on what 
the legatees take, not (like estate duty and the old probate -_— 
on what the testator leaves”; and ‘that natural justice 
common sense would suffice to make it clear that the retainer 
must be made from the share on which the duty is imposed, and 
not from the shares on which no duty is payable.”’ ith regard 





property.” Hence such a case as Lobineon v. Wheelwright could 
nh oucsr again, though it by no means follows that the court 
will readily relieve the restraint. Soon after the passing of the | 
Ad Hair, VC, took occasion, in Tamplin v. Miller (W.N., | 


to our correspondent’s second argument, we entirely agree 
with him that it would be much fairer that the settled estate 
duty should be paid out of the settled shares; but it may be 
pointed out that any testator who intends that the settled 


1862, p. 44), to protest against the notion that the restraint on | shares of his residuary estate should bear the settlement estate 


anteapation was 
Kettlement 


tically abolished: and in He Warren's | duty on those shares has only to express his intentions to that 
(G2 1. 3. Ch. 926) Corton, 1.5., pointed out that the | effect in his will, 


The law does not prohibit the executor from 


Ad did not give the court power generally to remove the carrying his intentions into effect. As to the other and more im- 
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; t question, whether the decision of the learned judge was 
gorrect, we are sorry to have to admit that in our opinion the 
reasoning in the judgment of Norru, J., appears tu be well 
founded. There are two questions which are often confounded, 
and which must be carefully distinguished—namely, what duties 
have to be paid to the Crown, and how those duties are to be 
borne as between the beneficiaries. Where property passes to 
the executor as such, he has to pay the estate duty on it, but 
the duty is not made a charge on that property. The meaning 
of this is that he has to pay the duty before he divides what is 
left of the property between the beneficiaries. Where the 
property does not pass to the executor as such, a rateable part 
of the estate duty in proportion to its value is a first charge on 
that property, and every beneficiary is accountable for the duty 
—in other words, is bound to pay it. Now we have to consider 
settlement estate duty. This duty is ‘‘a further estate duty ” 
(section 5 (2) ). The amount depends upon the amount of the 
settled property, and the question whether it is payable depends 
upon the nature of the settlement. There is, however, no pro- 
vision in the Act, apart from the provisions as to estate duty, 
stating by whom the settled estate duty is to be paid, or making 
ita charge upon the property settled. The presumption appears 
tobe that, being an estate duty, it is to be paid by the person 
who has to pay the estate duty, and that it isa charge on the 
settled property if, and only if, the estate duty is a charge on 
that property. 





“Osan a person appeal from a summary conviction after 
having pleaded guilty to the charge?” This nice point appears 
from a local paper to have been raised in a Western Court of 
Quarter Sessions, on an appeal from a conviction of a publican 
under the Licensing Acts for selling beer to a drunken person. 
In the circumstances of the particular case the appeal was 
entertained. The facts were these. There were two summonses 
before the petty sessions: one against the drunken person for 
being drunk upon licensed premises, the other against the 
publican for selling beer to him when drunk. The first was 
fully heard, and a conviction followed. The second was then 
called, when the solicitor for the publican intervened and said 
that it was useless to go through the evidence again, and his 
dient would enter a formal plea of guilty. This was recorded, 
and sentence of fine followed ; and the magistrates directed the 
conviction to be recorded on the licence. There was no appeal 
from the first conviction, but the publican afterwards gave 
notice of appeal, stating as the only ground that he was uot 
guilty of the offence. The point was evaded rather than 
eeided, the evidence suggesting that the formal plea was 
entered for the convenience of the court and to avoid hearing 
the evidence again. But the point is a nice one. Under the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which gives a general right of 
appeal from all sentences of imprisonment where there is no 
special appeal provided, the point cannot arise, for that Act 
expressly gives the appeal “where the prisoner did not plead 
guilty.” But other Acts, including the Licensing Act, are silent 
onthe point, and give an appeal to “any — aggrieved.” 
Are the terms of the Summary Jurisdiction Act merely expressio 
torum que tacite insunt ° or do they distinguish the general appeal 
under that Act from the special appeal under particular Acts? 
Here is a subject for a moot, at which general principles may 
have free scope. Naturally the case does not often arise, but 
under the Licensing Acts it may well recur. The recording of 
the conviction on the licence affects the interests of other 
persons besides the pleading defendant, and they may (as indeed 
was suggested in the case before us) force him to ny 
Indeed, it may be prudent to add a new clause to a lease 
of public-house premises, by which the publican should 
covenant that he will not plead guilty to any offence under 
the Licensing Acts. It would be interesting to find a Chancery 
judge dealing with an application for an injunction against a 
publican for threatening and intending, in breach of a covenant 
im his lease, to plead guilty to a charge of selling beer to a 
drunken person. In ‘this case also general principles would 
_ a field-day, and the bounds of imagination would be let 


Tux ANNUAL statement of the General Council of the Bar 





which has just been issued deals with the old question of the 
position of the son of a county court judge in his father’s 
court. In August, 1895, so the statement says, a complaint 
was made to the council with reference to the son of a coun 
court judge practising before his father, and the council took 
into consideration the general question of barristers practising 
before their fathers in local courts. A resolution condemning 
the system, so far as respects county courts, had been passed by 
the Bar Committee in 1891, and was indorsed by Sir Ricnarp 
Wessrer in advice which he gave shortly afterwards to a 
barrister affected by it. The council have adopted the same 
view, and they express the opinion that in future it should 
be recognized as a rule of the profession that no barrister 
should habitually practise in any county court of which his 
father or any near relative is the judge. As regards quarter 
sessions and other local courts of criminal jurisdiction, the 
council do not deem the objection to be so serious, and in their 
opinion it need not be dealt with. Cases which the above rule 
is intended to meet are not of frequent occurrence, but when 
they do occur they cause suspicion of undue favour on the part 
of the judge, and the barrister whose conduct is in question is 
generally supposed to have a better chance than his brethren of 
attracting briefs. The feeling of the bar is decidedly against 
such a state of things, and the proposed rule will leave no doubt 
on the matter. 





AMERICAN OPINION is veering round to the desirability of 
shorter judgments. Under the head of “‘ Judicial opinions long 
drawn out,” the Harvard Law Review says: ‘“‘The opinion of 
the House of Lords in Angus v. Dalton (6 App. . 740) 
occupies an unusually in the reports; but the 
striking importance of the case is certainly ample justification 
for such exhaustive treatment. Where, however, without any 
such justification, some common question is handled at 
equal length, one may well find fault. Unfortunately a tendency 
in this direction is only too noticeable in many of our State 
courts. A on example is furnished by the case of 
Railway Co. v. nsportation, ofa Manufacturing Co. (27 Fila. 
1), which occupies 161 pages of the report, 109 of which 
given up to the opinions of the two judges. As far as can 
gleaned from the paragraphs of the eight-page headnote, +» 
points involved were not of especial im Lord Mans- 
FIELD used to say that he made his opinions long for the benefit 
of students. That was a century . In the midst of the 
present overwhelming flood of terature, the judge who 
condenses his opinions as rigorously as is at all consistent with 
thoroughness is conferring a benefit on the entire profession.” 
We cordially > e can only wonder that any points 
whatever could be gleaned from an eight- headnote. A 
case requiring a headnote of that length is ae certainly not 
—_ reporting. The Americans are in sad want of a WEEKLY 

EPORTER, 








THE ASSESSMENT OF AGRICULTURAL LAND. 


Tue question as to the basis on which agricultural land should 
be assessed to the poor rate at the t time is occupying the 
attention of those interested in agriculture in many parts of the 
country. The increase in local burdens and the wailing 
agricultural distress have recently brought the subject i 
special prominence. The question is understood to be now 
receiving the attention of the Government with a view to legisla- 
tion at an early date dealing with the matter, and the present 
time may therefore be considered for i 
reference to the subject from a practical point of view. 

The question does not alone concern the agricultural interest, 
although it is for them a very important one. The owners of 
other rateable property, such as houses, factories, cottages, and 
the like, are also interested in seeing that land is fairly 
to all local burdens—as in the event of the t 
below its real value, an additional burden is 
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The pvor rate and the other rates based thereon are 
as is well known, on the occupiers of all rateable property 
comprised in the valuation lists in force for each parish (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 103, #. 28). The valuation list is prepared by the over- 
eeers, who are now appointed by the parish council (56 & 57 
Vict. ¢..73). In each union an assessment committee is appointed 
from among the guardians (25 & 26 Vict. c. 103, 5.2). The 
assessment committee holds meetings to hear objections to the 
valuation list, and any ratepayer who has appeared before it can 
appeal from their decision to the magistrates either at special or 
quarter sessions. A ratepayer may object to a valuation list on 
the ground either (a) that his own property is unfairly valued, 
or (5) that some other ratepayer’s property is unfairly valued in 
the same oe or (c) that rateable property has been excluded 
from the list (25 & 26 Vict. c. 103, 5. 18; and 27 & 28 Vict. c. 39, 
s. 1). I€ will be seen that an almost endless field of objection is 
open to any ratepayer on the question of assessment of property 
liable to be in the parish. It is right that it should be so ; 
but the power can be readily abused if the “_ eo do not 
approach the consideration of the assessment of property in 
which they are not directly interested in a fair and business-like 
manner. 

The basis of assessment for all rateable property is fixed by 
6&7 Will. 4, c. 96,8. 1; and 25°& 26 Vict. c. 103, 8.15. The 
firs: statute provides that the poor rate shall be made “‘ upon an 
estimate of the net annual value of the several hereditaments 
rated thereunto, that is to say of the rent at which the same 
might reasonably be expected to let from year to year free of all 
usual tenant’s rates and taxes and tithe commutation rent- 
charge, if any, and deducting therefrom the probable average 
annual cost of the repairs, insurance, and other expenses, if any, 
necessary to maintain them in a state to command such rent.” 
The last mentioned statute enacts: ‘‘The 
for the purpose of the schedule to this Act shall be the rent at 
which the hereditaments might reasonably be expected to let 
from year to year free of all usual tenant’s rates and taxes 
and tithe commutation rent-charge, if any: provided that 
nothing herein contained shall repeal or interfere with the 

isions contained in the first section of the said Act (6 & 7 

4, c. 96) defining the net annual value of the hereditameats 

t» be rated.” The word “free” implies that the tenant takes 

the liability of these payments upon himself without claiming 
any deduction in arriving at the rateable value of the property. 

The difficulty in fixing a basis of assessment arises in applying 
pS omy mentary test fixed by the statutes. Agricultural land is 

i farmed by the owner (now in many cases by the mort- 
gagee in possession) or is let toa tenant. Where the land is 
Occupied by the owner the gross rental can only be estimated, 
and the usual tenant’s rates, taxes, and tithe must first be 
ascertained. A tenant would naturally calculate these, which he 
would have to pey himself, before he could see what rent he 

i e@ premises (7yne Improvement Commissioners v. 
Chirton, 28 L. J. lig C. 131). oe would be poor, 
ighway, county, lighting, sewers, ucation; the taxes 
oo Schedule B and inhabited house duty. The gross 
estimated rent would then be fixed, and from that amount an 
allowance for repairs and insurance would be made, and the 
rateable value thus fixed. Where the land is let the actual rent 
payable is usually taken as the gross estimated rental, and the 
allowances for irs and insurance are then made, and the 
rateable value ie thus fixed as before. 

The Tithe Act, 1891 (54 Vict. c. 8,8. 1), which throws the 
tithe on the landlord has further complicated matters. In 
arrivirg at the “‘gross estimated rental” the occupier is con- 
cdenal as paying the tithe himself, but now it is payable by 
the owner, so that in future the owner has to get the tithe from 
the tenant in addition to the rent; but it would seem that the 
teusnt’s rateable value will remain as before, as he is supposed 
still to pay the tithe, so that, where the tenant is assessed on the 
fall rent and the tithe owner on the tithe, rates are paid twice 
on the tithe, and accordingly the tenant’s assessment should be 
reduced by the amount of the tithe. 

The question whether the rent actually paid is conclusive as 
to the estimated gross rental of agricultural land is now much 
debated. It appears that it is not conclusive if the land would 
geedily let for more than the rent (see Hayward v. Brinkworth 


estimated rental 


Overseers, 10 L. T. N. 8. p. 608) where Biacksurn, J., pointed 
out that the statute did not say the rate.should be calculated on 
the actual rent paid, but the rent at which the premises might 
reasonably be expected to let from year to year; but sucha 
case in the present condition of agriculture can hardly arise, 
The case where the actual rent paid is more than the value of 
the land is the only one we are now, unfortunately, called upon 
to consider, and the assessment should then be based on the 
actual state of the land, and not as it might be made with 
improvements (2. v. Oundle Union, 41 J. P. 69). Many assess- 
ment committees decline to accept any other basis than the 
actual rent; but, although this course saves trouble, it does not 
work fairly. For example, a farm is held on a lease granted in 
better times, and, although the rent has been reduced, it is still in 
excess of the present value of the land. The tenant has, how- 
ever, to be rated on the actual rent. On the other hand, a farm 
is let (a) at a rent to meet the times, or (4) possibly at a merely 
nominal rent, or (c) only for payment of all outgoings. In cases 
(4) and (c) the rates are calculated on an amount which makes 
no allowance for the labour and capital the tenant must expend 
in excess of what he would do if the farm were in good order; 
and the fact of its bad condition (which is usually the cause of 
its being so let) is to be the reason for its being assessed almost 
rate free. A premium is thus given to bad farming. 

It must be admitted that when a farm is occupied by the 
owner, or is so hired that the rent is not a fair criterion of its 
value, the assessment committee has a difficult task to perform, 
and many agriculturists feel very strongly that only a practical 
man who can take all the circumstances into consideration can 
in reality arrive at the fair amount of ‘‘the gross estimated 
rental.” Such considerations include (a) the quality of the soil, 
and whether the land is arable or pasture or has a due propor- 
tion of each description of land, (4) the condition of the lees as 
to fertility and freedom from weeds, (c) the character of the farm- 
house and buildings, (d) the distance from a town or railway 
station. The first two conditions seem obvious, but the second 
two are very important. (c) The house may be of such a 
character as to readily attract visitors in the summer months, or 
the reverse. (d) If near to a town, there is a ready market at 
the farmhouse door for milk, butter, eggs, and poultry; and 
the carting of manure, coals, and corn is greatly facilitated, thus 
saving much wear and tear of carts and horses, and economizing 
the labour bill. (¢) Due weight has moreover to be given to 
such questions as plantations, woods, and sporting rights. 

Many remedies can, no doubt, be propounded for the relief of 
the present distressed condition of agriculture which are beyond 
the scope of this article, such as limiting the present spending 
powers of local authorities, as has been done in the case of the 
expenditure of parish councils, and dealing with the land tax in 
a@ more equitable mode than at present. But to remedy the 
grievances dealt with by these observations it is suggested that 
an assessor should be appointed for every ten parishes in each 
union, who should fix the value of agricultural land and farm- 
houses before the valuation list is signed by the overseers and 
sent to the assessment committee; but, with this exception, the 

+ procedure as to objections and appeals should continue 
in force. This assessor should be a practical farmer, resident 
not less than six years in one of the ten parishes in the union 
for which he is appointed, and he should be chosen by the 
magistrates in quarter sessions, who should fix his salary, which 


should be paid by the poor rate. As the magistrates in quarter | 


sessions reside in every part of the county, they are more com- 
en to nominate suitable persons than the local elected 

ies, and moreover they are more in touch with the agricul- 
tural interest than any of the bodies referred to. The 
duties would not be heavy, and the salary need not exceed that 
of an assistant overseer or highway surveyor, so that it would 
not cause any a iable increase in the poor rate. When the 
vestry tra civil business an assessor used to be fre- 
quently appointed, but in many cases it had become obsolete. 
He was usually the highway surveyor or poor rate collector, 
who was almost always a farmer. If a practical man were 
appointed assessor or valuer, it would go far to remove the present 
feeling that agricultural land is assessed by those not competent to 





| 


arrive at ite true t value. The principle of appointing quali- 
fied valuers has acted upon by the Legislature by section 10 
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(6) of the Finance Act, 1894 (57 Viet. c. 80) for arriving at the 
yalue of estates for the purposes of that Act. 








THE COMPANIES BILL. 
II, 


The Prospectus (continued). — We discussed last week the 
various matters which clause 14 requires to be specifically 
gated in a prospectus, The clause contains also the general 

uirement that the prospectus shall state ‘‘ the dates, parties, 
2 short purport or ¢ffect of every material contract and every 
material fact known to any director or promoter of the company 
who is.a party tothe issue of the prospectus, and a reasonable 
time and place at which any material contract, or a copy 
thereof, may be inspected.”” The requirement, however, is not 
to apply to ordinary business contracts—that is, contracts 
entered into in the ordinary course of business carried on or 
intended to be carried on by the company ”—or to contracts 
atered into more than five years before the publication of the 

tus. 

§o far as this provision relates to the disclosure of contracts, 
it is intended to replace section 38 of the Act of 1867, which 
bas been the cause of so much litigation. That section, taken 
literally, required the disclosure of every contract entered into 
by the company or the promoters, however trivial or however 
imelevant for the purpose of the prorpectus; but it gave nu 
opportunity for inspection of the contract, and it did not apply 
to prospectuses inviting subscription to debentures or debenture 
stock. In practice the effect of the section had to be limited, 
and the clause now suggested adopts the judicial construction 

upon it, and requires the statement only of contracts 
which are material, The clause also removes other defects in 
section 38, and the long-standing doubt as to the validity of the 

“waiver clause” is terminated by expressly prohibiting the 
waiver of the propored requirement. 

As we pointed out last week, it has always been recognized 
that a prospectus ought to exhibit the highest good faith, and 
promoters or directors who fail to attain this standard run the 
risk of shareholders successfully suing for rescission of their 
contracts to take shares, although the persons issuing the 
= may not have made themselves personally liable for 

udulent misrepresentation or concealment. But it is now 
proposed that this duty of furnishing the public with all neces- 
ee meticn shall be imposed personally on the promoters 

directors. The prospectus must atate every material fact 
known to them, and in this expression the Bill includes every 
fact which would influence the judgment of a prudent investor 
in determining whether he would subscribe for the shares or 
debentures offered by the prospectus. For any failure to 
comply with this requirement, or indeed with any of the 
requirements of clause 14, every promoter and director who is a 
party to the issue of the prospectus must answer personally, 
unless he can excuse himself by proof that he was ignorant of 
the fact omitted to be stated, and that he could not by reason- 
able diligence have avoided such ignorance. 

In imposing this burden on directors and promoters the Bill 
goes too far, and it is quite possible that so drastic a provision 
vould render nugatory the valuable portions of the clause. 
Much of the information which the prospectus is specifically 
required to contain can be given deffaitely and shortly. The 
ualification of the directors, the minimum subscription on which 
they will proceed to allotment, the shares and debentures to be 
issued as fully paid up, the profits made by promoters before the 
peperty which the company is formed to acquire is finally veated 
i the company, the amount intended to be reserved for working 
tapital—these and other matters can be given in very short com- 
pass, and they need occasion no difficulty either to the drafteman 
of the prospectus or the to persons who issue it. But when 
the clause goes further, and requires the directors, at their own 
to set down in the prospectus every material fact, 


0 
ea risk, 
is considerable danger of making the prospectus an alto- 


er impossible document. Quite recently, in the case of 
‘Kiown v. The Boudard Peveril Gear Co. (ZLim.), which we 
og already noticed (ante, p. 367), Romer, J., remarked on 





difficulty of setting out in a prospectus all the material ’ 


facts on either side which might induce a person fo apply for 
shares or prevent him from so doing, per Pol spew yeh: 1 Mom 
ment would result from making this a statutory duty which 
directors would be bound to at their peril. The length of 
the prospectus would in many cases be increaséd td ah incon- 
venient extent, and even when the directors had inserted all the 
facts which in their opinion could be supposed to be material 
they would still not be safe. The requirements of the statute 
would furnish an inviting mode of attack to disappointed 
speculators, and the courts might take a different view of the 
contents of the pros . 

The fact is that the framers of the Bill have overrated the 
influence of prospectuses in determining the judgment of tbe 
average investor, and they have not sufficiently considered what 
is feasible in the drafting of such documents. An se 
investor cannot from the mere perusal of a pectus make 
himeelf acquainted with all the details which bear upon the 
probable success of the company. Knowledge of this kind can 
only be obtained by personal inquiry, and this inquiry it is the 
duty of the promoters and directors to make. Ordinarily the 
investor puts his money into an undertaking, not as the result 
of a judgment formed from a perusal of the prospectus, but 
because he places reliance on the directors, or because other 
undertakings of a similar nature have been successful, or 
because he _<Hiet by reputation of the soundness of the busi- 
ness which the company is formed to take over. The object of 
the prospectus is simply to give a general statement of the 
formation of the company and of its prospects, and more than 
this should not be required. This view was expressed by Mr. 
Harotp Brown in a memorandum printed in the appendix to the 
Report of Lord Davey’s Committee (p. 73) in words which may 
usefully be quoted : ‘‘ The prospectus of a company of any im- 
portance cannot, in my judgment, ever be much more than a 
general outline of the circumstances connected with the forma- 
tion of the company. It ought to be a fair and bond fide state- 
ment, in the judgment of the directors, of the main facts and 
general prospects of the company, and ought not to mislead 
either by statement or concealment; but to make directors 
——— for anything except fraudulent mis-statement or con- 
cealment would, in my opinion, be a grave mistake.” Probably, 
as we have already intimated, good will be done by requiring 
that prospectuses shall contain a statement of certain specific 
facts shewing the financial position of the company, both in 
respect of the purchase of its property and in respect to the 
commencement and carrying on of its business; but if the Bill 
retains the provision imposing on directors the duty of settin 
out all material facts, it may with some confidence be predicted 
that the prospectus will hecome an extinct document, the informa- 
tion that might be usefully obtained will be lost, and promoters 
and directors will resort to other means of raising money. 

Appointment and Qualification «f Director —The second clause 
of the Bill contains a restriction va the appointment of directors 
in the articles of association, and on the naming of directors or 
proposed directors in a prospectus. For such pw the 
person appointed or named must sign and file with the registrar 
& consent in writing to act as director, and he must either sign 
the memorandum of association for his qualification shares (if 
any qualification is required) or sign and file with the registrar 
a contract to take from the company and to pay for his quali- 
fication shares. The provision as to payment is unnecessary, 
and possibly suggests that the payment is to be in cash. The 
contract to take the shares is enough, and the same rules should 
apply to payment for the qualification shares as to pa t for 
other shares, The qualification of directors is further dealt 
with in clause 8. A director is bound to obtain his qualification 
(if any) within a month after appointment, and in default he 
vacates his office. If he acts after the expiration of the month, 
the clause subjects him to a penalty of £6 a day. 


Judicial portraits, says the World, will not be wanting in this year’s 
sna Mr. Justice Barnes has been sitting to Mr. Llewellyn, and the 
portrait is an excellent likeness. Mr. rose is responsible for 
of the Lord Chief Justice. Lord Ruseell is . clothed 
of scarlet and ermine, with his hand reeting on the table beside 
artist has not missed the peculiar light in the eyes which is eo characteristic 
of the judge. Professor 7 has among the portraits he intends 
exbibit one of Sir Jeune, The portrait of the President 
Divorce Court is both a good and an agreeable likeness, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re P.’s SETTLEMENT—Chitty, J., 15th April. 


Marrrep Woman—REstrRaAINt ON ANTICIPATION—DIscRETION oF CouRT TO 
Remove Restraint—ConveyANncine AND Law or Property Acr, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 39—Principte ror Exercisk or Discretion 
—Drst to Money-Lenper—Costs or Dergenpineg CriminaL Pro- 
CEEDINGS. 


This was a summons by a married woman for an order under section 39 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, releasing her interest under a settlement 
made on her marriage, in 1882, from restraint on anticipation. The whole 
of the property to the income of which the applicant was entitled, subject 
to restraint on anticipation, was stated to be worth £30,000, and the net 
income to amount to about £1,067. In April, 1892, an order was made 
under section 30 enabling her to raise £2,000. In November, 1894, a 
second order was made enabling her to raise a further £1,000. The result 
was that her present income was about £830 per annum. There were five 
children of the iage. The applicant having obtained, in January, 
1893, a divorce from her husband on the ground of his cruelty and 
adultery, had remarried in the following May. Her second husband was 
stated to be an undischarged bankrupt and absent abroad. There were 
no children of the second marriage. The present summons, being her 
third application, was for an order enabling her to raise some £600 to 
enable her to pay off a debt of £500 and interest contracted with a money- 
lender, for which debt her stepfather, a clergyman, had joined as surety. 
The creditor had signed judgment and put an execution into the surety’s 
rectory. Chitty, J., having made an order in chambers reiusing the 
summons, the applicant now moved in court to vary the order in chambers 
by giving her liberty to charge her interest to the extent of £800. The 
additional £200 was asked to enable the applicant to meet the costs of a 
ponding prosecution of the applicant for stealing furniture, under which 
she been remanded by the magistrate on her own recognizances. 


Currry, J., said that applications like the present were usually heard in 
chambers. That was more convenient, as the judge could inquire and ask 
many questions which had better not be asked before the public. The 
courts of equity had established the doctrine with reference to restraints 
on anticipation, considering that it was for the protection of the married 
woman, and that it was for her benefit that a provision should be secured 
to her which she was incapable of anticipating during coverture. Such 
cases, however, as Robinson v. Wheelwright (6 D. M. & G., 535), where it 
was clearly for the benefit of the married woman that the restraint should 
be removed, but where the court had held that it could not remove the 
restraint, had led to the passing of section 39 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881. This enactment conferred a discretionary jurisdiction on the court, 
which ought not to be exercised unless for the benefit of the married 
woman. The court must take into consideration all the circumstances, 
and it had to balance the undoubted benefit of the restraint against the 
alleged benefit of its removal, and to see whether the benefit of removal 
preponderated. In chambers there were numerous applications by 
married women under the section. It was not necessary to serve the 
trustees of the settlement, but the usual practice was to serve them. 
These applications being practically ez parte, the court had to look at the 
evidence with some jealousy. The trustees frequently did not wish to oppose. 
There were many cases where it was thought advisable to pay what were 
called the married woman’s debts. These were not infrequently the debts 
of her husband. Even then it might be for her benefit to relieve her from 
difficulties in which the whole family was placed. There were other 
cases where the debts were incurred through no extravagance, but extra 
expenses had been incurred for doctors, nurses, and the like, or the family 
had got into a state of indebtedness through no fault of the married 
woman, or even of her husband. Recently, however, attempts were being 
by married women, who had got into debt through extravagance, to 
endeavour to obtain in chambers orders for the removal of the restraint. 
If judges in chambers should yield to applications like the present, the 
result could easily be forecast by solicitors. The married woman had 
only to imvolve herself in difficulties and make piteous affidavits. 
Directly such a system should get into vogue the mente woman would be 
able to force the hands of the court and, in effect, destroy the restraint 
on ion. The applicant now came with her third application— 
namely, for £600, and another £200. He had to consider what was for 
the benefit of the married woman within section 39 of the Act. That it 
was honest for debts to be paid was not a leading consideration in ap- 
plications like the present. He desired to state as a rule he could not 
relieve married women from the restraint on anticipation in those cases 
where they had gone to money-lenders. He would not allow the hand 


the court to be forced in this way. If he granted the present appli- 
cation he should be establishing something like 4" precedent. 
application in chambers had been refused, and the result 
be had arrived at after hearing it in court was the 
same as he had come to in chambers. No case here had been estab- 
lished which would justify him to exercise his discretion by acceding 
to the application. He regretted the circumstances which had occurred, 
but they were not to be judicially taken into consideration. The lady 
set aside a sum out of her income if she thought fit to do so. 
This was the third time she had come to the court, and he could not re- 
his mind the circumstance that she had had recourse to a pro- 

feesional money - lender. pee ctr co oP 2 gre this case. A prose- 
Rs ie ae es ty ne pene, ae 
was further asked that the restraint be removed, so as to enable 
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her to defend herself. Curiously enough, he had had a similar case ip 

rinciple before him in chambers, where greta oD pe y had been 
Tnstituted against the married woman, who was d us of defending her. 
self against the imputation on her character. It was undoubtedly for the 
benefit of the ps 105 woman to defend herself under such circumstances, 
He would let this part of the application stand over, giving leave to amend 
the summons, and he would listen to an application in chambers in the 
event of her being committed for trial, and if it came before him 
in chambers he would consider the matter, but he must not be understood 
as saying that he would accede to the application.—The usual order was 
made for the applicant to pay the trustees’ costs, with liberty to apply in 
case there was any difficulty in the payment.—CounszL, Farwell, Q.C., and 
Johnston Edwards ; Eyre Thompson. Souicrror, Hood Barrs. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re COOPER, COOPER v. COOPER—North, J., 15th April. 
Witt—Powrr—APrrornTMENT TO PERSONS NOT Ossects—ELEcrtion, 


Under the will of George Cooper, made about 1831, certain property 
was settled upon trust for Emma Cooper for life, with remainder to her 
children as 7 should appoint, and in default of appointment to her 
children equally. Emma Cooper made a will appointing all property 
which she had power to appoint, either under the will of her father 
George Cooper or under any other power, on trust to pay the income of 
one moiety to her son Basil Cooper for life, and the income of the other 
meiety to her son’s wife Alice Cooper for life, and after the death of 
either of them in trust for their chil absolutely. In the event of the 
failure of the appointment to the persons who were not objects of the 
power Basil Cooper became entitled in default of appointment, and this 
summons was taken out to determine whether he was bound to elect to 
take either under or against the will. It was contended that the testatrix, 
having appointed only property she had power to appoint, had not in fact 
appointed to the persons who were not objects of the power, and therefore 
that no question of election arose. 

Nortu, J., said that it was clear that the testatrix intended to appoint 
any property over which she had a power of appointment. The property 
might come in two different ways, either under the will of her father or 
by the exercise of any other power. The meaning was clear, though not 
grammatically expressed. The words were equivalent to “all property 
over which I have power to appoint.”” There was no doubt that she intended 
to exercise the power under her father’s will. She proceeded to give the 
income of one moiety to Basil Cooper for life, then there was a gift of the 
other moiety to his wife Alice Cooper for life, but she was not an object 
of the power. On the death of either the moiety was to be held in trust 
for their children. They were not objects of the power, and could not 
take. The son Basil Cooper took in defanlt of appointment, and conse- 
quently he must elect whether he took under or against the will— 
Counsgt, Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Rylands; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 
Mitchell; R. T. Warner. Soxtcrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker ; Blyth, 
Dutton, § Co. 

| Reported by G. B. Hamiuton, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re HOUNSLOW BREWERY CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
15th April. 


CompaNny—Winpine urp—OrriciaL Recerver—Cosrs. 


In this case a question was raised as to the liability of the official 
receiver to pay costs. It ap that some time since the official receiver 
had made a report under section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890, on which report an order was made under the same section that six 
persons should be publicly examined. At the time when the official 
receiver made his report he took a view of the effect of section 8 of the Act 
of 1890 (which was apparently correct at that time) different from that 
taken by the House of Lords in a case which was shortly afterwards 
decided. The persons affected by that order gave notice of motion to 
discharge the order, on the ground that the law as now existing is different 
from the law as it was when the report was made. On behalf of the 
applicants it was argued that the order ought to be discharged and the 
officia] receiver ordered to pay the costs personally, and not out of the 
assets of the company. On the other hand, it was said that no personal 
order ought to be made against the official receiver, who was only per-. 
ne a statutory duty and acting in accordance with the then existing 

w. 

Vavucnan Wuiusams, J., said that the order must be disc , and the 
official receiver, being a litigant, must pay the costs of the application.— 
CounseL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and Ingle Joyce ; Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., 
and W. F. Hamilton; H. Reed, Q.C., and Brooke Little. Soxicrrons, The 
Solicitor for the Board of Trade ; Steadman, Van Praagh, § Oo.; H. C. Morris. 

{Reported by V. vz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. PAYNE & COOPER—14th April. 
Contempt oy Covurt—Newsrarer—Pus.ivation oy Comments on A Cas 
Penpino Taiau. 
Argument of a rule nisi to commit the sub-editor and publisher of the 
Huntingdonshire Post tor contempt of court. The circumstances appear 
| from judgment of the Lord. Justice. 


April 18, 1896, " 
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rd Russert or Kittowen, O.J.,.and Wricut, J.) dis- 


Lord Russet. or Kit1owen, O.J., said that the rule must be dis- 
, with costs. He wished to add that applications for committal 
for contempt of court had of late been much too numerous. No doubt, 
the power of committal for contempt in these cases was a salutary power, 
but it ought only to be exercised when there was really serious ground for 
invoking it. It was an arbitrary power, and therefore should not be 
exercised unless it was necessary. It was not every libel on a person who 
was about to be tried that amounted to a contempt of court. To make it a 
contempt there must be something either intended, or at any rate calcu- 
lated, to prejudice the fair trial. The applicant, Mr.G., held a position 
of trust under the newspaper the Huntingdonshire Post. An announce- 
ment appeared at the instance of the sheriff stating that a sale of the 
would take place. The proprietors knew nothing of it, and 
on the 30th of November one of the articles complained of appeared 
in the paper giving an explanation of the circumstances and 
making serious and injurious reflections on the conduct of G. 
At that time G. was under arrest on a charge of having set 
fire to the premises of the Huntingdonshire Post. ‘The article was an 
explanation, for the information of the supporters of the paper, of the 
fact of the announcement that the paper would be sold. There was no 
observation about the arson except a statement that there was such a 
charge. The next thing was that this charge was thrown out by the grand 
jury on the 5th of December. Other charges were, however, made 
against G., and the chief constable of the county, being desirous of 
obtaining professional assistance in carrying on the prosecution, made 
stavements at the meeting of the standing joint Committee. An account 
of this meeting was published in the Huntingdonshire Post. That account 
was also a matter complained of on this application. However, it wasa 
fair report of the proceedings of a public body at which necessarily ex parte 
statements were made. There was nothing to shew that there was any- 
thing intended or calculated to prejudice the man on his trial. The Lord 
Chief Justice thought the courts had been troubled too often with motions 
of this sort, and in some instances the decisions had, he thought, gone too 
far. He would base his judgment on the principle laid down in the case 
of Hunt v. Clarke, Re O’ Malley (37 W. R. 724), by the late Cotton, L J. 
Hesaid: ‘‘ This jurisdiction ought only to be exercised in extreme cases, 
and it would be most unfortunate if the court were induced to exercise it 
in cases in which, though a technical contempt has been committed, nothing 
seriously calculated to interfere with the course of justice has been done.”’ 
He also referred toRe Clements (46 L. J. Ch. 375), where Sir George Jessel, 
M.R., said: ‘*It seems to me that this jurisdiction of committing for 
ae bemg practically arbitrary and unlimited, should be most 
jealously and carefully watched, and exercised, if I may say so, with the 
greatest reluctance and the greatest anxiety on the part of the judges to 
see whether there is no other mode which is not open to the objection of 
arbitrariness and which can be brought to bear upon the subject.” 
Wricut, J., concurred. The first question was this, Was the publica- 
tion of such a nature as to interfere with the chances of a fair trial? and, 
next, Was it a proper case on which to move for this arbitrary remedy ? 
The guiding principle was that laid down in the case cited—namely, that 
these motions should only be made in serious cases. As that authority 
did not appear in the law reports, it was possible that certain cases might 
have been decided without that case having been taken into consideration. 
Rule discharged. —Counszt, Dickins, Q.C., and Brooke Little; M. Shear- 
man; A. Poyser. Souicrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Maule § Sons, Hunting- 
don; Shearman § Rayner ; Watts. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dixx, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 


March 30—Grorcr Henry Procror Srreet (Gray’s-inn, London). 
March 26—Ratru Suerrart (Kidsgrove, Staffordshire). 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
Court of Appeal. 


HINDSON v. ASHBY—No. 2, 3lst March. 


Warern—River—Bep or River—Owner or—Rirantan Ownsr—CuHanae 
In Bap—Accretion. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Romer, J., reported ante, p. 67, 
where, and in the i ym of Lindley, L.J., the facts are stated. By 
his judgment Romer, J., declared a strip of land claimed by the plaintiffs 
and wd defendant to be the property of the plaintiffs. The defendant 
al 


2 Court (Linptey, Kay, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) allowed the 


INDLEY, L.J., said :—By an inclosure award made in 1803 a piece of 
land, situate in the parish of Wraysbury in the county of Bucks, and 
adjoining the Thames, was allotted to trustees, who are now represented 
by the plaintiffs. This piece of land is marked on the plaa annexed to 
the award ‘‘ No, 233, Church land,”’ and is described in the award as 
containing 5a. 2r. 8p., and as bounded on the south-west by the River 
Thames.’ ‘The plan shews the same boundary. The other boundaries are 
also described and shewn, and exist and are well known now, The terms 


8p) 








of the award and the plan annexed shew that on the south-west the allot- 
ment was bounded by the river ; by which I understand the water of the 
river. There was no boundary on that side. The allotment, how- 
ever, did not slope gradually down to the water’s ; but, except 
when the river was much swollen, there{was a drop of about 6ft. from the 
surface of the plaintiffs’ allotment to the water. In other words, there 
was a bank of about 6ft. high between the top of the allotment and the 
water. This bank was of the allotment, but was not its true 
boundary ; the true boun was the water of the river in its normal 
state. When much swollen the water came over the bank and flooded the 
allotment. On the other hand, when the water was low it may not even 
have reached the bank. The river at Wraysbury was and is a public 
non-tidal but navigable river. The defendant claims to be, and is 
admitted to be, the owner of a several fish in that part of the river 
which bounds the plaintiffs’ land, and his fis! extends both above and 
below it. The defendant also claims to be, and is admitted to be, in 
respect of his fishery, the owner of the bed of the river, and to be entitled 
to all such rights as his several fishery confers upon him. I do not under- 
stand that the admission goes further than that. We do not know the 
origin of his right to the fishery, nor how he or his predecessors acquired 
the right to the bed of the river. Before conalilornes the rights of the 
— I will state what happened since 1803. In 1840 the defendant. or 
is father planted a row of willows in the bed of the river at a short dis- 
tance from the plaintiffs’ bank. These willows are still growing. They 
are now large trees, and the defendant has lopped them from time to 
time, and has always claimed them as his. For many years silt and mud 
have been gradually accumulating in the river and on what was in 1803 
unquestionably its bed ; and those accumulations have been forming both at 
the foot of the plaintiffs’ bank and also in the river above and below. In 1860, 
this mud having become tolerably firm, the defendant or his father cut a 
small ditch or grip in it at the foot of the plaintiffs’ bank, and this ditch or 
grip has constantly been cleared out by the defendant. Shortly before the 
commencement of this action he filled up this ditch or grip with concrete, in 
order to form a path for his own convenience to a bungalow on an eyot 
which he claims as his, and the ownership of which is notin dispute. The 
mud from this ditch has always been thrown on the river side of it, and 
has helped to raise the mud which kept gradually accumulating on the 
bed of the river. The defendant’s evidence shews that this ditch or grip 
was cut and kept o to mark the boundary between the bed of the 
river and the land belonging to the plaintiffs. There is a mass of evidence 
and much contradiction about this ditch, some witnesses even denying its 
existence. But it is impossible to believe this, and I take the truth to be 
what I have stated. In 1877 or 1878, a weir known as Penton Hook 
Weir, and situate at Laleham, some distance down the river, was removed 
by the Thames Conservancy. This caused the water in the river above to 
fall, and by the plaintiffs’ land the fall amounted to about two feet, more 
or less. This in the river increased the distance between the plaintiffs’ 
bank and the water of the river, at least in the summer months. The 
fall also facilitated the gradual accumulation of mud on what had unques- 
tionably once been the bed of the river. Gradually and by slow degrees 
the water has receded from the foot of the plaintiffs’ bank, and mud has 
accumulated between the foot of the bank and the water of the river in 
the summer and autumn months. The strip of land thus formed is dry 
in summer, but is under water in winter ; it is of considerable length, and 
extends along the bank of the river both above and below the plaintiffs’ 
land. The plaintiffs claim so much of this strip as lies between 
their land and the water, and they claim it as an accretion 
to their land. The plaintiffs, however, have never taken posses- 
sion of this strip, or used it as their property. On the other 
hand, the defendant claims it as of the bed of the river. 
He also claims it under the Statute of tations by virtue of his posses- 
sion for twelve years before action t. Romer, J., has decided that 
the land in dispute has ceased to be the bed of the river, and belongs 
to the plaintiffs, and from this decision the defendant has appealed. In 
order to determine the rights of the parties to this strip of land it is neces- 
sary to consider, first, the rights of the plaintiffs, and, secondly, the 
rights of the defendant. The owners of the allotment made in 1803 were 
clearly riparian proprietors, and the river being a public navigable river 
highway. ‘Thay ked aloo, en sipezian propetetore, the righ and 
way. ey , as the it to pass to 
fro between the water and their own land, and to pull 
the water on to their own land, and to push them down again from their 
own land into the water. They had also as — proprietors the right 
to take water from the river, provided not inj 
doing. Those rights, at least, the allottees uired. 
least, the tiffs are now entitled to. [His gry oe referred to a 
number of cases dealing with the rights involved in 
fishery, and continued:—] But, further, it m be 
settled that, if the right to a several fishery in a public na 
river is proved to exist, the owner of the fishery is 


. reasoning on which this presumption is 
based is not satisfactory, and the difficulties involved in it were very forcibly 
pointed out by Cockburn, L.O.J., in Marshall v. Ullswater Steam Nevi- 
gation Co. (11 W. R. 489, 3 B. & S. 746), but the mption is 
supported by Mr. Butler in his note to Coke upon Littleton (122«); it has 
the great ——- of Bayley, J., and the other judges who decided Duke of 
Somerset v. Fogwell (5 B. & OC, 875) : it was deliberately sanctioned by 
the Court of Queen’s Bench and by the Exchequer Chamber in 
Hi v. Bailey (8 Q. B. 1,000, 13 Q B. 426); it was as law 
and acted w as such bb L.O.J.. bimself by his col- 
leagues in Marshall v. Steam Navigation Co. ; and, lastly, it 
was treated by the House of Lords in Attorney-General ¥ Smerson (1891, 
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_ &. C, 649), as no longer open to question. [His lordship, after referring 
Seratton v. Brown (4 B. & C. 485), Foster v.. Wright (4 C. P. D. 438), 

and Mayor of Carlisle v. Graham (18 W. RB. 318; L. BR. 4 Ex. 361), as 

; some light upon the rights of owners of several fisheries, 
continued: ] Treating the defendant as the owner of a several fishery, 
and as presumptively, as well as by the admission of the plaintiffs, the 
owner of the bed of the river within the limits of his fishery, it is very 
difficult to see how either his rights or those of the riparian proprietors 
can be affected either by accretions to the bed or by the lowering of the 
level of the water, eo long as the accretions or the soil from which the 
water has receded are still, in fact, part of the bed of the river. So long 
as this is the case so long will the riparian proprietors continue to be 
to be entitled to free access to onk from their lands to the 

across the accretions and soil left dry, and otherwise to use those 
and soil to the same extent as they were enti'led to use the bed 
river before any change in it became observable. On the other 
the case supposed, the owner of the several fishery will have the 
its to those accretions and soil, as parts of the bed of the river, 
to the old bed of the river before any change took place. 

, the defendant’s acts of ownership go far to show that he has 
at all events, lost his right to the accretions. Ford v. Lacey 
N. 151) strongly supports his case on this point. Further, 
uring the period of transition from bed of the river to land which no 
longer answers that description the Statute of Limitations cannot be 
invoked by the owner of the several fishery against the riparian proprietors 
for the purp ‘se of changing the ownership. The statute cannot begin to 
run against them in respect of ownership until the right to the soil 
accrues to them, and this cannot be the case until the land has ceased 
to he bed of the river, and ceased, therefore. to belong to the owner 
© the fishery. On this puint I agree with Romer, J. No doubt if the 
defendant bad excladed the plaintitfs long enough from the use of the land 
in question the plaintiffs would have lost their rights over it, but there 
has not been any exclusion proved, and the Statute of [ imitations therefore 
is out of the question. See Leigh v. Jack (28 W. R. 452, 5 Ex. Div. 264.) 
Whether, apart from the Statute of Limitations, the accretions or the 
lund left by the water can become the property of the plaintiffs or cease 
to be the of the defendant is a question of considerable difficulty, 
and one w in my view of the facts, it is not now necessary to decide, 


clusion at which I have arrived from a careful study of the evidence is 
that the strip of land in dispute has not yet ceased to be part of the bed 
of the river, and has not yet become, even if it ever will become, the 
property of the plaintiffs. In 1803 the water reached the bank of the 
iver on the plaintiffs’ side ; so it does now, although not so constantly as 

In summer the water is lower than it used to be, and since 1803 

the bank has risen from the constant accumulation of 
and mud, sided by willows, osiers, and vegetation. Still this strip of 
water, except when the river is low. It is not under water 

ben the water is swollen by an unusual flood ; its normal state in 
water, and it is under water when the river is well within 
As stated by one of the plaintiffs’ own witnesses, the least 
pe of water brings the river over most, if not all, of the land in question. 
, therefore, the photographs taken in the autumn of last 

year, and which show this strip of land to be dry land and covered with 

I cannot come to the conclusion as a matter of fact that the 
dispute has yet: ceased to be bed of the river, and if it has not, 

’ claim to it as their land cannot be supported. The defen- 
has excinsive fishing rights over it, and the presumption that 
is his ie not rebutted by the fact that there is in summer and 
water there than there formerly was. If the doctrine of ac- 
be invoked, the accretion seems to me to be rather on and to 

"= soil than on or to the soil of the plaintiffs. I do not see 
the doctrine of accretion can assist the plaintiffs, so long as the accre- 
= in on what is still bed of the river. I do not propose to 
evidence which has led me to the above conclusion as to the 
strip of land in dispute. I do not differ from the Ameri- 
v. Ingerwll, 54 U. 8. 381) to which Romer, J., has 
ding criteria for determining what is and what is not bed 
unable toconcur with Romer, J., in his inference from 
attach more importance than he did to the history of 
extent to which the place is still under water. The 

ownership, although important from one point of 
much, it any, light on the question of fact on which 

. Lam of opinion that the appeal must be allowed, 
be entered for the defendant, with coste here and below. 
that our judgment should be by a declaration that 

clarmed by the plaintiffs was at the time of the com- 
the action part of the bed of the river, and as such is the 
of the defendant, and that the plaintiffs have all the rights of 
tors, #0 far as their land extends. This declaration will 
ped poe xa rights over the strip of land as part of the bed of 
the river. at the same time preserve to the defendant his right to the 
whi A the bed, including tne strip in question. 

Kav and A L. Murre, L JJ, omeurred.—Cocneer, Crachanthorpe, LC , 
Buches QC, and Musrt More; Moultm, AC., A. a B. Terrell, and 
Fallon. Gerwrrvun, Soames, Edward, & Sons, tor Howell & Lomas, 
Rucemaueworth ; 4. Vigers ¢ Kichardem. 


(heyoriel by AZBOLD GLOVER, Barrister at Lew, } 
TEE LIQUIDATION ESTATES PURCHASE CO. (LIM,) o. WILLOUGHBY 
—Bo. 2, Ut March. 
More recuse oy Mowrsoey Puorvuri~Pavuent ove ov In- 
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CUMBRANCE BY PuRcHASER—PresumPTion oF INTENTION TO Kexp Azzy, 
IncumBRANCE FoR Benerit oF PURCHASER. 


Appeal from North, J. Or the 20th of June, 1888, a person named 
Walker, having contracted to purchase a business for £502,000, 
with the defendant Willoughby, Lord Henry Paulet, and Kennedy to 
borrow from them respectively £10,000, £9,000, and £6,000, for which 
ne gave them a charge upon all his interest present and future 
in his contract. For these loans the lenders were to receive g 
bonus equal to their respective advances. In January, 1889, Walker 
sold the business to a joint-stock company for £850,000. Kennedy's 
claim against Walker was £12,000. On the 2lst of September, 
1888, Kennedy mortgaged his interest to Norton for £6,200. Notice 
of this charge was at once given to Walker. In April, 1889, £5,199 
was paid by Walker’s direction to Kennedy, and in June, 1890, prope; 
worth £5,000 was in like manner transferred to Kennedy, thus reducing 
his claim against Walker to £1,878. In the meantime Kennedy had 
mortgaged his equity of redemption to Lurd Windsor, and in December, 
1890. this mortgage was transferred to Forrest as his trustee. This was 
confirmed by Kennedy in 1891. On the 17th of March, 1893, a deed was 
executed, which raised the question in this case. By this deed, after 
reciting the facts as above, and that Lord Windsor had agreed to sell to 
the Capital Finance Co. for £6,000 (inter alia) ‘‘ all the interest of the said 
Lord Windsor or of the said John Norton of and in the premises 
comprised in and charged by ”’ the said instrument of the 20ch of June, 
1888, and that Norton concurred on tne terms that he should receive 
£1,000 out of the £6,000, ‘‘as the consideration for the sale and assign. 
ment of’? his ‘‘ rights, benefits, and interests,’’ fand reciting that the 
Capital Co. had paid to Lord Windsor £4,000, and that the Liquidation 
Co., who were plaintiffs in this action, would pay the balance of the £6,000, 
it was witnessed that Norton ‘‘at the request of Lord Windsor, and in 
respect of his rights, powers, benefits, and interests” under the said 
agreement of the 21st of September, 1888, assigned, and Lord Windsor and 
Forrest, as his trustee, assigned, and the Capital Co. released aad confirmed 
to the plaintiff company, all their ‘‘ estate and interest of and in the interest 
formerly of Kennedy, in or under the agreement of the 20th of June, 1888, 
and the moneys and bonuses thereby secured ’’ absolutely. Then followeda 
provision that if Norton or Lord Windror had a power of sale, such power 
should be exercised by that deed Lord Windsor had a power of sale, 
and the deed accordingly took effect as an exercise of the power so far as 
he wasconcerned. But Norton had no such power, and the question was 
whether this deed operated as a transfer of his mortgage, or only asa 
release of his interest in the fund charged. In June, 1889, Willoughby 
brought an action against Lord Henry Paulet, Kennedy, Walker, and 
others to realize his security. Norton was not made a party to that action. 
Iu January. 1891, a decree was made for an account of what was due to 
the three mortgagees, Lord Henry Paulet, Willoughby, and Kennedy, 
and of their respective receipts. In that action a considerable sum, part 
of the fund mortgaged by Walker, was paid into court, and is still there. 
By order of the court that sum was to be applied in paying Lord Henry 
Paulet and Willoughby, so as to make them equal to Kennedy, before 
anything more was paid in respect of Kennedy’s share ; and this the fund 
was barely sufficieut to do, so tnat no part would go to those who - 
sented Kennedy. The plaintiffs in the present action claimed to s in 
the shoes of Norton, and to share rateably in that fund. The case was 
dealt with as though Norton was ignorant of the payments made by 
Walker to Kennedy, and resolved itself, therefore, into the question 
whether Norton’s mortgage was to be treated as subsisting for the benefit 
of the plaintiffs, as his assigns, or whether that mortgage was merged and 
extinguished by the deed of 1893. North, J., held that the mortgage 
could not be treated as subsisting for the benefit of the plaintiffs. The 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and A. L. Suirna, L.JJ., Kay, L.J., dissenting) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lrxpuey, L.J., aid that the law was laid down by the late Master of the 
Rolls in Adams v. Angell (25 W. R. 139, 5 Ch. D. 634); according to it 
@ purchaser who paid off a charge mast shew an intention to keep it alive 
if he wished to prevent its merger. Such an intention was shewn in that 
case. and also in Thorne v. Cann (1895, A. O. 11; 43 W. R. Dig. 121). 
Having regard to that decision, it was potese safe now to go a little far- 
ther and say that where a purchaser of a property paid off a charge on it 
without shewing an intention to keep it alive, still, if ite continuance as an 
existing charge was beneficial to him, ic would be treated in equity as, 
subsisting, unless an intention to the coutrary could be inferred from the 
terms of the purchase deed, or from other legitimate evidence, His lord- 
sbip did not, however, think that the opportanity of making a very doubt- 
ful claim agsinst third parties was such a benefit as was meant in such aa 
enunciation of the doctrine under consideration. It was clear that if an 
intention to keep alive a charge on property was inconsistent with the 
real intention of the parties to the deed by which the purchaser of the 
property took an ment of it, such charge could not be treated tr 
still subsisting simply because the purchaser ufterwurds found it would 
have been better for him to have kept the charge alive. ‘That was the case here. 
On the evidence his lordship came to the conclusion that it was intended to 
extinguish Norton’s claim, and not to keep it alive, except ia the event of 
the plaintiffs failing to obtain a good title under # valid power of sale. 
What the plaintiffs, however, wanted was to parchase Kennedy’s interest, 
free from incumbrances, under « power of sale ‘The recitals shewed that 
the real transaction was a sale by Lord Windsor under his power, bat 
£1.000 of the purchase money was to be paid to'Norton to get rid of bis 
claim. The plaintiffs had got exactly what they expected and what tues 
intended to buy, and they were not entitled now to treat Norton's charge 
as 4 subsisting charge. If, indeed, there were some unknown mesne lu 
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cumbrancer who would be let in as a first incumbrancer if Norton’s charge 
were not treated as subsisting, it might be that, notwithstanding Zoulmin 
y. Steere (3 Mer. 210), it could be so treated. But why? Because in that 
case the purchaser would not have got what he for—viz , the 
property free from incumbrances, and it would be manifestly unjust to 
allow a third party to avail himself of the terms of a deed to which he 
was a stranger in order to defeat the real intentions of the parties to it. 
It was on this ground that the courts had gone a long way, and very pro- 
ly, to prevent a second or third incumbrancer from obtaining a priority 
c. mere accident and at the expense of other people who never intended 
to benefit him: see, for example, Phillips v. Gutteridge (4 De G. F. & J. 
581), Anderson v. Pignet (21 W. R. 150, L. R. 8 Ch. 180). That, however, 
was not a case in which the charge was wanted for any such purpose, and 
to treat Norton’s charge as still subsisting under the circumstances of the 
‘ease would be to stretch the equitable doctrines to which his lordship had 
alluded much too far, He was of opinion that the decision appealed from 
was correct, and that the appeal therefore ought to be dismissed, with 


costs. 

The written judgment was also the judgment of A. L. Smith, L.J. 
Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Dauney ; Vernon 
Smith,Q.C , and W. C. Druce; Edward Ford; Herbert Brown; Peterson ; 
Abinger. Sotactrors, Howard Rumney ; Dawson, Bennett, $ Dawson ; Craw- 
shaw & Co.; G. S. & H. Brandon ; Mason, Edwards, § Mason; W. Stopher. 


[Reported by W Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LANCASTER v. LANCASTER—No. 2, 4th March. 


Pracrice—Drvorce—JvupiciAL SEPARATION—AGREEMENT FOR SEPARATION 
—Costs or PREPARATION AND Execution or SEPARATION Degp. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the President of the Divorce 
Division (reported 1896, P. 75). Mrs. Lancaster presented a petition pray- 
ing for judicial separation from her husband. At the trial the ndent 
consented to a separation by deed, to be entered into “‘ with usual 
clauses, to be settled by Mr. Bayford.’”? The agreement contained (inter 
alia) the following clauses: ‘‘ Mr. Lancaster is to pay Mrs. Lancaster’s 
costs of suit, to be taxed by Mr. Registrar Hannen in case of difference.” 
. . . Mr, Lancaster will pay to Mrs. Lancaster £500 on the executiun 
of the deed, and will consent to pay Mrs. Lancaster £1,500 per annum, pay- 
able monthly from the date hereof, &c.’”’ . . . ** These terms may be made 
arule of court.” On taxation the taxing-master refused to allow the 
wife’s costs of the preparation and execution of the deed, which were stated 
tobe £140. The President affirmed the taxing-master’s decision, stating 
as his reason that the agreement was a substantive agreement which (apart 
from its being made a rule of court) could be enforced by specific per- 
formance. As it could be made a rule of court, it could be enforced by 
any division of the High Court, and therefore was not strictly in the suit 
for judicial separation, nor were the carrying out of it, and the enforce- 
ment of it, steps in the same suit. The petitioner appealed, and urged 
that the husband undertook to pay the wife’s costs of suit, whatever they 
were. If either party had refused to enter into the compromise, the suit 
would not have been disposed of, and the court could have made an order. 
The deed was essentially part of the terms in the suit, because the petition 
remained on the file until the deed had been executed by all parties. 

Tur Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.), without calling 
upon the respondent, dismissed the appeal. 

Liyvey, L.J., said that the costs of suit was a technical expression. 
Every person at all conversant with the law knew the meaning of the ex- 

ion. The true ground was expressed by the President when he said 
that the costs of settling the deed were costs which the parties might have 
provided for by agreement but had not. It would be a bad precedent to 
vary the order, and the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Kay, L.J., said that words should have been added in the agreement so 
as to include the costs of this deed. 

A. L Smrrn, L.J., was of the same opinion. The deed said that the 
respondent would pay £500 on the execution of the deed. Costs of suit 
did not include the costs of the execution of the deed. Appeal dismissed. 
—CounsgL, Sir Edward Clarke, Q.0., and Bargrave Deane ; Ingle Joyce and 
Barnard, Souicrrors, Leggatt, Rubinstein, ¢ Co.; Greig, Meikle, ¢ 


Briggs. 
(Reported by W. Suavionoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REYNOLDS & 00. v. TOMLINSON AND OTHERS—Sist March. 


Cuarrer-party—MBanino or THR Worps “Sara Port’”—*“ Anways Lay 
AND DISCHARGE arLoatT’’—Riguts or Partrmgs wuen Suir cannot 
REACH Port or Discuarer UNLESS LicgHTENRD—ADMISSIRILITY OF 
Evipence or Ovstom ov Porr to aurex Express Oonprrions IN 
Cuarrer. 


Appeal from a decision of his honour Judge Ellicott, sitting at the 
County Court, Gloucester. The action was brought by a charter- . 
and the plaintiffs, who were the consignees of the cargo, claimed £30 
amen, gonnetened by Lm refusal of the defendants, who were the 
owners of the barque Aw/ofagasta, to complete a vo by proceeding u 
the canal from Sharpnogs to Giese By chanted Y coey the 
defendants and the charterors the Awtofagasta was for a vo 
with a cargo of wheat from Portland, Oregon, to Queenstown, Falmout 
and Plymouth, for orders to discharge “ata safe port in the United 
Kingdom or on the Continent. . . . Diecha to be given with 
despatch according to the custom of the port of di , and to be all 
at one port, Charterers’ agents to have the priv of 





the discharging dock, 
twenty-four hours after 
hisagents . .- . the dock to 
safely enter and lay afloat at 
—ie aevee-aere, 22-4 
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tiffs, on the ground that 

established custom that 
lighten at Sharpness, and that 
must be construed subject all 
moreover, that the term ‘“‘ 
had obtained a special , and meant 
from S , and that, by naming 
Gloucester, the consignees had, in fact, 
under the a 
cause the cargo to be discharged 
of merchants, Gloucester was a “‘ safe 
vessel had, in order to proceed there with her cargo, 
ness. The shipowners appealed. 

Tue Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) ae al 
opinion the case was not to be distinguished from 
(29 W. R. 215, 6 P. D. 68), relied on by the appellants. 
raised in Nielson v. Wait (14 Q. B. D. 516,33 W. B. Dig. 199 
the respondents contended was directly in their 
totally different point than that which was to he decided in the 
instance, although the facts were at first sight very 
in Nielson v. Wait was what amount the shipowner 
demurrage for the time occupied by the vessel—which 
discharge at a ‘‘safe port’’—going 
Gloucester, and returning to Sharpness ; and it was held 
bound to proceed to Gloucester, and therefore 
several, as claimed, ought to be excluded from 
quently chargeable to the consignee. In the 
not proceed to Gloucester at all. In the 
304) the word “‘ safe port ’’ was held to be a “ 
get and always lay and discharge 
reason for that definition 
respondents, that a port of discharge 
the discharge dock part of the cargo 
there was a well- i 
at Gloucester should lighten as 
thought, admissible evidence to o 
party itself.—Counset, H. F. Boyd; D. 
Batien. Soxrcrrors, Watker, Son, ¢ Field, for Weightman 


Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 67), s. 62—Rvuie 10 or raz Oxpars oF 
tHE County or Lonpox Quartrsr Szssrons, 1890. 


naming « Local Government 
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ment sessions, and in April, 1890, certain rules were made by the County. 

of London Quarter Tem. mad regulating the proceedings on appeals under 
the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. By rule 10 it was provided that 
“consent shall be signified by counsel in open court.’’ r. Dewey, he 
submitted, claimed the right to give consent on behalf of the committee 
as if he were their counsel properly instructed to appear for them, 
although he was not a member of the bar. He submitted that the rule, 
therefore, should be discharged, because (1) by rule 10 of the County of 
London Orders, 1890, ‘‘ consents were to be signified by counsel in open 
court,”’ (2) the court had the right to govern its own procedure and to 
decide as to the persons to whom it would give audience. On the other 
hand, counsel in support of the rule contended that the provisions of 
section 62 of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869, covered his contention. 
Mr. Dewey did not claim the right to act as counsel or advocate, but 
claimed that he was entitled, us the representative of the assessment 
committee, to appear before the court and consent to arrangements which 
had been canal to out of court. Rule 10 of the Orders was ultra vires, 
because no ee had the age to say that an — not appear in 
person. The clerk was, for the purposes of the a) 8, the assessment 
committee. This was a public body, and could oe individually or 
collectively by representation in the court to give consent. The body had 
the right to delegate their powers to a particular person for a particular 
purpose. It was as unreasonable to decide that assessment committees 
must incur the expense of instructing counsel merely to say in court, ‘‘I 
consent,’’ as it would be to decide that every member of the committee 
must gt pow ayier court in order to individually shout out, ‘‘ We con- 
sent.” It was a matter of considerable importance to all public bodies, 
and the order, if not treated as ultra vires, must be given a reasonable 
construction. 

Tue Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) discharged the rule. There was 
no doubt that all courts had vested in them a discretion which they could 
exercise as to whom they would hear. The Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 
1869, nor any subsequent statute, had not taken away that right which was 
given them by common law. Section 62 of that Act was satisfied by 
saying that the assessment committee need not attend individually, but 
might be served and brought before the court by their clerk. It must be 
remembered that the clerk was not a member of the assessment committee, 
but was a person empowered by them to act on their behalf. He had power 
to instruct a solicitor or counsel to appear for them, but he had no power 
to act as their counsel or attorney. It bad been contended that he claimed 
the right to appear, not as counsel instructed to appear on behalf of the 
assessment committee—and it was admitted he was not a member of the 
bar—but as a suitor in person by virtue of the powers delegated to him. 
In the opinion of the court that was not so, and he could not claim the 
privilege of pleading in court on someone else’s behalf when he was 
merely a layman. Rule 10 was made for the benefit of all parties, and 
was more likely to limit than to increase mses, since it provided that 
consent should only be given by counsel, who as officers of the court were 
responsible to the court for the consents they gave. The chances of use- 
less and expensive litigation were therefore minimized. Rule accordingly 
discharged.—Counset, Sir EF. Clarke, Q.C., and Horace Avory; T. Willes 


Chitty. Soxicrrors, FE. W. Beal ; Bramall § White. 
[Reported by Ersxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
NOURSE v. THE LIVERPOOL SAILING-SHIP OWNERS’ MUTUAL 


PROTECTION INDEMNITY ASSOCIATION (LIM.)—6th March. 


Sarp—Maning Insurance—Lirz Satvace—Mercuant Surprine Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), ss. 544, 545. 


Action brought to recover from the defendant association the proportion 
of salvage paid by the plaintiff as owner of the sailing ship Arno, and the 
costs incurred in the salvage suit. On the 3lst of March, 1895, The Arno 
was in great peril in the Atlantic, and the master and crew were rescued by 
the stéamship Normannia, it being agreed that the master and crew were 
justified in abandoning The Arno. On the 3rd of April The Arno was 
picked up by the steamship Merrimac and brought to Liverpool by a sal- 
vage crew. On the 25th of April proceedings in rem were taken by the life 
salvors against the owner of The Arno, and in that suit £1,020 was 
awarded by the Admiralty Court to the owner, master, and crew of The 
Normannia for the life salvage. The plaintiff paid £438, the proportion 
due from the ship in respect of the award, also £39 4s. 6d. costs, and 
incurred a further liability of £88 8s. 4d. in defending the action. The 
Arno had been entered in Class I. protection of the defendant association. 
The following risks, among others, were covered in that class :—(a) 
** Loss of life or personal injury, howsoever and to whomsoever the same 
may be caused, and life salvage. And all other losses or damages arising 
out of liabilities created by the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, or any 
statutory extension or modification thereof, for the time being in force.’’ 
(1) ‘Costs and charges which a member may become liable to pay in 
respect of any of the above-mentioned risks.’’ Rule 18 of the defendant 
association was as follows :—‘‘ No contribution or payment shall be made 
in of any loss which is capable of being insured against by the 
usual frm of Lloyd’s policy, with the running-down clause attached, or 
in of which there exists a right to recover under any policy which 
may have been entered into; and in estimating and adjusting the claim 
of any member he shall be deemed to have effected such policy and to be 
entitled to recover underthe same.’’ For the plaintiff, four members of 
Lloyd’s and average adjusters of long experience stated that they did not 


remember a claim for life salvage pure and simple ever having been brought 
before them. For the defendants, the managers of five mutual indemnity 
clubs stated that their clubs had never been called upon to pay a claim for 
life salvage. It was contended for the plaintiff that the rules of the 
defendant association covered life salvage pure and simple, but not cases 





of mixed life and property 
ordinary Lloyd’s 
defendants was excluded by rule 18 (supré). Earl of Eglington v. Norman 
(3 Asp. 471), Dent v. Smith (L. R. 4 Q. B. 414), Aitchison v. Lohre (4 App, 
Cas. 755), De Roux v. Salvador (4 Ad. & E. 420), and Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, ss. 544, 545, were mentioned. 

Maruew, J., in giving judgment for the plaintiff, said that an attempt 
was made to shew that, according to the custom or practice at Lloyd's, 
claims for life salvage were invariably paid by the underwriters. The 
evidence failed to establish that. It was true that salvage services to pro. 
perty were charged npon the underwriter, but that was on the ground 
stated by Lord Blackburn in Aitchison v. Lohre—namely, that the salvyor’s 
lien was created by the law maritime, and the burden was, on that 
account, properly transferred to the underwriter. The law maritime pro- 
vided no reward for saving life, and, if it were not for the statutes on the 
subject, there would be no ground for suggesting that any such liability 
could be enforced upon the underwriters. The Court of Admiralty, no 
doubt, followed the practice, where life and property had been saved by 
one set of salvors, to award a larger amount of salvage than if property 
only had been saved. But forlife salvage alone no suit for salvage could, 
then, be maintained. The enactments on the subject did not identify the 
two classes of salvage services. The award to life salvors was by way of 
salvage ; in other words, it was areward apportioned in the same way as 
salvage services to property. But it was essentially different, for the 
reason that salvage of life was of no benefit whatever to the owners of ship 
or cargo. There was nothing to shew that the statutes were intended to 
import any new meaning to the policy of marine insurance, which existed 
long before the legislation in favour of salvors of life. If the defendants’ 
contention was right the underwriter on goods might have to bear part of 
the risks of the loss of the ship; for if the ship were totally lost and the 
cargo were saved, the whole of the life salvage would, under the statutes, 
fall upon the cargo. He saw no ground for adding the liabilities created 
by the statutes to those which were covered by the ordinary policy of 
insurance, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed, 
with costs.—Counset, Sir Walter Phillimore, R. H. Balloch, and L. L. 
Batten ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Carver. Soxtcrrors, Walton, Johnson, § 
Bubb ; Roweliffes § Co., for Hill Dickenson § Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dux, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re GRAYDON, Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER—Vaughan Williams, 
J., 3rd, 11th, 17th February. 


Bankruptcy — AFTER - ACQUIRED Property — PgrsonaL EArnines — 
Estorret ny Recorp or County Courr—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 44, 53. 

This was an application by the official receiver as trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy for a declaration that he was entitled to certain moneys payable to 
the bankrupt as royalties for the use of a patent. Mr. Graydon became 
bankrupt in August, 1892. Upon the 16th of September, 1893, he 
obtained a patent for the construction of great wheels, and upon 
the 12th of April, 1894, he entered into an agreement with the 
Great Wheel Co. (Limited), whereby he granted them a licence to con- 
struct the great wheel at the Earl’s Court Exhibition in consideration of 
the payments of £500 down, and of £10 per week as long as the great 
wheel should be open to the public. Upon the 17th of April, 1894, the 
official receiver gave notice to the Great Wheel Co. that he should claim 
to be entitled to the moneys payable under the agreement, and in March, 
1895, he gave a similar notice to Mr. Kimber, the bankrupt’s solicitor It 
was contended on behalf of the bankrupt, firstly, that the money, being 
the product of the bankrupt’s skill, was in the nature of personal earnings 
and did not pass to his trustee. Secondly, that the official receiver was 
estopped from arguing that they were not personal earnings. because 
upon the trial of an interpleader issue in the county court at Brompton 
between the same parties the judge had decided that these weekly pay- 
ments were personal earnings. Thirdly, that the bankrupt’s solicitor had 
a charge upon the money to the extent of the costs incurred by him in 
obtaining and protecting the patent. It was contended for the official 
receiver that there was no estoppel because the decision of the county 
court judge only dealt with the -sum of £20, the first two instalments | 
under the agreement, and could not affect future payments It appeared 
that in fact the judge had expressed his opinion that the money was in 
the nature of personal earnings, and that the £20 in question was not 
more than was necessary for the reasonable maintenance of the bankrupt. 
Judgment was reserved. 

Feb. 17.—Vavenan Wiu1ams, J.—I will deal first with the point of 
estoppel. If this question was in issue in the county court and was there 
decided, the trustee would be estopped by the decision there ; but I do 
not think it is proved that the point was decided thére. It seems to me 
that the county court judge did not decide more than that the £20 in 
question was not more than was necessary for the reasonable maintenance 
of the bankrupt. Now, the authorities show that it is not true to say that 
no personal earnings of the bankrupt pass to the trustee, but only such 
earnings do not to the trustee as are reasonably necessary for the 
maintenance of the bankrupt. This being so, although I think that the 
reasonable inference from the judgment in the county court is that the 
judge decided that the sums in question were in the nature of personal 

, and that the official receiver is estop from denying this to be 
the nature of the payments when made. I shall not go into that question, 
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put merely consider the question of guantum. I think that £5 per week is 
q fitting sum for the bankrupt to retain as reasonable maintenance for 
himself and family. There must, however, be deducted from the sums 
yable the amounts due to Mr. Kimber for costs of creation of the fund. 
Peon will come the bankrupt’s £5, and the residue will pass to the trustee. 
The bankrupt ought. to have the costs of this motion out of the fund, as 
the trustee asked for more than he was entitled to.—CounsEL, Herbert Reed, 
Q.0., and Muir Mackenzie ; J. G. Butcher ; Hansell. Soxicrrors, R. Davies ; 

E. Kimber ; Hasties. 
[Reported by P. M. Franoxz, Barrister-at-Law. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


The following are extracts from the thirteenth annual statement :— 

Land Transfer.—The Incorporated Law Society have asked the council 
toconsider a Bill drawn up by the society entitled the ‘* Conveyancing 
Bill, 1896.” The consideration of this Bill, and also of any similar 
measure which may be introduced into Parliament during the present 
Seseion has been referred to a committee consisting of Messrs Crackan- 
thorpe, Warmington, and Renshaw, Queen’s counsel, and Sir Howard 
Elphinstone, Messrs. Manisty, R. F. Norton, and Lindley, of the outer 


bar. 

Land Charges Bill, 1896.—At the request of the Lord Chancellor the 
council appointed a committee, consisting of Sir Howard Elphinstone and 
Messrs. Methold, Yate Lee, R. F. Norton, and Hamilton Benn, to draw 
upareport on the draft of this Bill The suggestions of the committee 
have been substantially adopted in the Bill now before Parliament. 

County Court Judges’ Sons.—In August, 1895, a complaint was made to 
the council with reference to the son of a county court judge practising 
before his father, and the council have therefore considered the question of 
members of the bar practising before their fathers in local courts. The 
council find that there have been several cases in which members of the 
bar, being sons of county court judges, have for a time practised habitu- 
ally in their fathers’ courts, but in most of the cases the gentlemen in 
question, in deference to professional opinion, ceased so to practise. The 
council find that on the 22nd of June, 1891, the Bar Committee passed a 
resolution, of which the following is a copy: ‘‘ That it having been 
represented to the Bar Committee that cases exist in which the sons of 
county court judges are in the habit of practising before their fathers, 
the Bar Committee desire to record their opinion that such a system should 
be as far as possible discouraged, and that copies of this resolution should 
be sent to the Lord Chancellor and the Attorney-General.” In con- 
sequence of that resolution a barrister requested the advice of Sir Richard 
Webster, the Attorney-General, as to his practising in his father’s courts, 
and in deference to the advice of the Attorney-General the barri-ter 
dicontinued such practice. The council entirely agree with the course 
thus taken. They are of opinion that, whilst it is unobjectionable for a 
barrister in the ordinary course of a general practice to accept a brief in a 
court of which his father or other near relative isa judge, it is not right 
for such a barrister specially to devote himself to practice in that court. 
It is almost inevitable that partiality will be suspected, even although 
there may be no real ground for such suspicion. The practice might even 
lead to briefs being delivered to the barrister because it was believed that 
his client would have an unfair advantage over his opponent. To deal 
with the matter practically, the council are of opinion that in fyture it 
should be recognised as a rule of the profession that no barrister should 
habitually practise in any county court of which his father or any near 
relative is the judge. The council are unable to say that hitherto this has 
been recognized as the rule, and therefore do not recommend any action 
as to cases already existing. The only precedents on the subject are the 

cases of the gentlemen who, in deference to professional opinion, have 
ceased so to practise, and an analogous case some years ago in the 
Chancery Courts, in which a Queen’s counsel, having at first selected as 
the court in which he would practise the court of which his father-in-law 
Was judge, afterwards changed his court in deference to the opinion of the 
bar. As regards quarter sessions and other local courts of criminal juris- 
diction, the objection to sons practising before their fathers or other near 
relations is not so serious, and, in the opinion of the council, need not be 
dealt with. 

Counsel (Taxation of Costs).—It having been represented to the council 
that it was the nearly uniform practice that the costs of only one counsel 
should be allowed on taxation in cases before the official and other referees, 
although such references were often in fact the trial of important cases 
involving much detail, and that the like practice was followed in taxing 
the costs of arbitrations and of cases in the Crown Paper, the council 

ressed their opinion that there should be no arbitrary rule on the 
subject, but the taxing masters should in such cases exercise the same 
discretion as in an action tried before a judge of the High Court. The 
council communicated their opinion to the Lord Chancellor and the Lord 
Chief Justice, and the former promised to bring the matter before the Rule 

ttee. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The results of the Easter Pass Examinations, held at the Inner Temple 
on March 24, 25, and 26, are now published. TheyOouncil of Legal 





‘ 


Pass OgRrrricaTzs. 


Inner Tempie.—Raymond Cecil Edward beeag Bey Alexis Brown, 

Harry Osborne Buckle, Walter Neville Cochrane, Ralph Molyneux Co mbe, 
the Hon. Reginald William Coventry, Richard Henry Cresswell, 
Francis Gordon Dill, Dhunjeesha Dorabjee, John Llewelyn Davies Evans, 
Lewis Egerton Filmore, Vecil Louis Ferdinand Floersheim, William James 
Holmes Graham, James Blenkinsop Hartley, Tn tee Heywood, 
Mostafa Hosain, Sheikh Mohammed Usuf Husain in, Hugo Theodore 
Marshall, ‘Thomas Percy Prosser Powell, Bihari Lal Rai, Bertram Fletcher 
Robinson, Thomas Coo Regen, James George Scott, Gerard Henry 
Craig Sellar, Walter James Lionel Stewart, Robert Holme Storey, and 
Edward Aubrey Thomas. De 

Mipvte Tempte.—Syed Wasiuddin Ahmed, William Henry B: 5 
Lalla Sundar Dass, Guilherme Jose de Freitas, George Henry Dorre 
Walter Egerton, Ambrose Elton, Robert Hamer Hampson, Jacob Claudius 
Garner Harris, Ernest Edward Humphrys, Thomas William Jones, William 
Murray Leslie, Raymond Thomas Linford, William Holland Lupton, Chewn 
Nai, Sheikh Mohommad Nasib, Joseph Henry Samuel William Newton, 
Hillary Richard Preston, Syed Mohammed Reza, Willie Jack Trevor Turton, 
Sheikh Muhammad Umar, and Frederick Joseph Waldo. 

Lixcoin’s Inn.—Richard Bacon, Alfred James Fellows, —_ Gatehouse, 
Thomas Hugh Jackson, Henry Owen Joseph, William Kaox-Johnson, 
Lionel Tudway Levick, Frederick William Mander, Alfred Barrett Nutter, 
a George Parsons, Richard Kaikhusroo Sorabji, and George Watkins 

illiamson, 

Gray’s Inn.—Wilberforce Ross Barker, Alexander Karley Donald, 
Alfred Henry Laurence French, Richard Deane Sweeting, and William 
Lymington Williams. 

eenined, 108 ; , 66, Forty-two failed, of whom five were ordered 
not to be admitted for examination again until the Michaelmas examination. 


Roman Law ON ty. 


Inner Tempir.—Percy Barratt Brooks, John Miles Dawson, Charles 
Frank Bernard Force, Percy Richard Grant, Rupert Sackville <a, 
Gordon Hewart, Edward Higinbotham, William Wood Leuchars, wen 
Reginald Logan, James Rantin Mitchell, Richard Stanislaus Crosbie Nolan, 
George Beigh Richardson, Laurence William Simpson Rostron, and Edgar 
George Storey. 

ome a —Thomas Robert Bethell, John Stewart Black, George 
Gerald Coulter, Frederick Reinhardt Cronjé, George Richard Cundell, Francis 
Yvon Ecclas, Thomas Charles Fenton, Ignatius Stephanus Ferreira, Arthur 
Lockyer Ingpen, Arthur Sims, and Samuel Joyce Thomas. f 

Lixcouy’s Inn.—Abdul Aziz, Sahibzadah Mohamed Darashekoh, Diwan 
Mathbra Das, Hussam-ud Deen, Walter Duffield Dobell, Augustin Stanislaus 
Ghosh, Champat Rai Jain, Beni Parshad Khosla, Alexander Manson, Dadley 
Frederic Nevill, Paul Peter Pillai, Munshi Kashi Prasada, Edward William 
Sutton, and Gilbert Locke Venables. we 

Gray’s Inn.—Hans Raj Bhandari, inald Edward Firminger, John 
Theodore Gunther, Gaston Johnston, Charles Henry Leach, Robert Warden 
Lee, Emile Nathan, George Stevens Pope, and Charles Parchas. 

Examined, 58; passed, 48. Ten failed, of whom one was ordered not to 
be admitted for examination again until the Michaelmas examination, 


ConstirutronaL Law anD Lzcat History anp Roman Law. 

Inner Tempie.—Patrick Joseph Boland, Francis Hartley Charlton, 
Harold English Harrison, James Leonard Johnston, Paulus Edward Pieris, 
Charles Murray Pitman, Kenneth John Marmaduke Teesdale, and Edward 
Thomas Whitaker. 
Mippite +TempLe.—William Joseph Fearfield Barton and Malcolm 
Graham Gorrie. 
Lixcoty’s Ixn.—William Valentine Ball, Merwanjee Mancherjee 
Merwanjee Bhownaggree, Edmund Holmes Blakesley, in Ch 
Chatterjee, Alfred Lindsay Densham Percyvall Hart Dyke, Frank Evans, 
Hardeoram Nanabhai Haridas, Huntly Eu Jenkios, Edward Herbert 
Jones, Hasan Sherfoodin Khalil, Walter M Kinstry, and Sidney 
Cornwallis Peel. 
Gray’s Inn.—Bijaykisor Acharyya and Charles Williams Hayward. 
Examined, 35; passed, 25; failed, 10, of whom three were ordered not to 
be admitted for examination again until the Mi examination. 


ConstrrutionaL Law anp Lecat’ History Ontr. 


Innex TempLe.—Jobn Stanhope Arkwright, Arthur Joseph Barry, Lucas 
D’Oyly Carte, James Archibald Christie, ~— Allen D Lionel 
Frank Christopher Darby, Ralph Tichborne Davenport, Charles Edward 
Malet de Carteret, Montague Rosseau Emanuel, David George Evans, 
Herbert Bruce Hannah, Harold John Henry Irish, Edward Bedford Joy, 
Philip Rickards Marsland, Harry de Couves Matthews, Isaac John Roberts, 
Richard Jervis Statham, Thurlow Richardson Ubsdell, and Thomas Ernest 
Whelen. 

Mupie Tempte.—Herbert Gordon Bois, Perc de Worms, 
Vinayah Rajaram Dixit, Thomas Gillies, James ‘bert Jordon, 
William Pollock Ker, Vasudeo Rambrisbua Pandit, Cardwell Adolphus 
Pontefract, Frank Walter Raffety, John Henry Pritchard Rayner, and 


Eustace Gordon Woolford. 
Lrvcoun’s Inn.—Hardeo Sahai Edward Bateson, Noshirvan 
wne, William Victor 


Burjojee Behramjee, Arthur Melville Cham 

Degazon, Charles Dixon, Sampatrao Kashirao Samuel Emanuel 
Kaye, George Mark Watson Matdonogh, Kunwar Udaya Vir Singha 
iguel Francisco Ribeiro, Hope wa 
Dhanwant Singh, Har Bhanjan Singh, Singh, 





Education have made the following awards :— 





hubansi, Migu , Ba 
Dates Gerald Todhunter, 
and Oswald Osmond Wrigley. ‘ 
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Gray’s Inn.—William Edward Barber, H Joseph Comyns, Henry de 
Soberon, and Syed Hadi Hassan, so a 

Examined, 70; passed 50. Twenty failed, of whom one was ordered not 
to be admitted for examination again until the Michaelmas examination. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

The death is announced of Mr. Wiru1am Wakz, solicitor, of Sheffield, 
at the age of seventy-seven years. He was descended from an old 
Sheffield family, and his father, Mr. Bernard John Wake, practised as a 
solicitor in that city. Mr. William Wake was articled to his father; was 
admitted in 1840, and joined his father in his practice. His brother, Mr. 
Bernard Wake, subsequently became a partner in the firm, then known 
as W. & B. Wake; but in 1876 the partnership was dissolved, and Mr. 
William Wake established the firm of Wake & Sons. He was registrar of 
the Sheffield County Court from 1847 till 1894. When Mr. Wake 
pre ert office the committee of the Sheffield Law Society passed a 

testifying their sense of the loss of his services ; and on the day 
when the resignation practically took effect there was a large gathering 
of members of the legal profession in the county court, and many ex- 
yg of regret were uttered at Mr. Wake’s severance from the office. 

. Wake was the first president of the Sheffield and District Incor- 
porated Law Society, and held that office for several years. In the course 
of a speech at the annual dinner of the Sheffield Society of Chartered 
Accountants, on Wednesday last, Mr. W. B. EKsam, responding to the 
toast of the Sheffield and District Incorporated Law Society, described 
Mr. Wake as ‘‘a man of quick perception, with an intimate knowledge of 
men and affairs, an admirable lawyer, a splendid arithmetician, a man «f 
sound judgment, and possessed of a most kindly nature. He had been 
taken away full of years and full of honours—a man everyone might look 


upon as a@ pattern.’’ 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Lestre Prozyn, barrister, Attorney-General of British Honduras, 
has been appointed Attorney-General of Grenada, rendered vacant by the 
appointment of Mr. H. R. Pipon Schooles to a similar post at Jamaica. 

Mr. W. H. Gezaves, Q.C., Solicitor-General of the Island of Barba- 
does, has been appointed Attorney-General for that island. 

Mr. C. H. Gornrricez (of the firm of Harold Smith & Gorringe, solici- 
tors), 5, Farnival’s-inn, Holborn, London, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Harey J. Surrn (of the firm of Smith & Smith, solicitors), of 
Evesham and Moreton-in- Marsh, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in February, 1885. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ssoLuTions. 
Nicnotas Weze and Hezrert Innes Furr, solicitors (Were & Fripp), 


Plymouth. March 25 
Agrack Wiis Hverett and Cuarites Ricuarp Mayo, solicitors 
(Hurrell & Mayo), 33, Cornhill, London. March 17 [(azette, April 10. 
Paevesiwx Wii Baxer, Coantes Camprert Mackie, and Sypney 
Dicx Sroxguax, solicitors (Jenkins, Baker, & Co ), 2, St. Michael’s Hon-e, 
Cornhill, London. As regards the said Sydney Dick Stoneham. April 1. 
The business of the said firm of Jenkins, Baker, & Co. will be carried on 
an heretofore by the said Frederick William Baker and Charles Campbell 
Macklin, at 134, Fencharch-street, E.C. The business of the said Sydney 
Dick Stoneham will be carried on by him at 2, St. Michael’s House, afore- 
[ Gazette, April 14. 


R 





GENERAL. 


At the Cheshire Quarter Sessions on the 9th inst. the Duke of West- 
minster unveiled a portrsit of his Honour Judge Sir Horatio Lloyd, 
chairman of the court, in recognition of his services to the county. The 
portrait is by Mr. Ouless, R.A. 


The Lord Chief Justice presided over a meeting of the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division on Tuesday, when all the judges of thea 
Division were present except Mr. Justice Charles, who is still unwell, and 
Wa. Justice Grantham, who is on the Northern Circuit. 


It is stated that Sir Charles Pearson, who is to become a judge of the 
Court of Session, will be succeeded as Lord Advocate by Mr. Graham 
Murray; and that the new Solicitor-General for Scotland will be Mr. 
Charles Seott Dickson, the senior advocate depute. 


Mr. Justice Stirling announced on Wednesday that, in consequence of 

A the Council of Judges to be held on Monday, the 27th inst., 

he hear chamber summonses on Tuesday, the 24th inst., instead of 
om that day. 

The World says thet Lord Halebury has rented Pittodric, Mr. Kuight- 
Evskine’s ylace in Aberdeenshire, near Pitcaple, for the shooting season. 
The house is large and well arranged, with excellent gardens and nice 

. There are three thousand acres of very good low-ground 


I 
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Chasity Comtalesioners in their forty-third report state that the 





effect of the Local Government Act, 1894, on the working of the board 
has been that, in spite of a substantial reinforcement of the subordinate 
clerical staff in the early part of the year, considerable delay has occurred 
in dealing with work which has increased by upwards of 50 per cent., and 
the work of bringing the provisions of the Act relating to charities into 
immediate operation is still in arrear. In dealing with questions of 
construction raised under the Act the Commissioners say that no clags of 
questions has been more difficult of solution than those which arise jp 
applying the definition of “‘ ecclesiastical charity’ to the diverse circum. 
stances of the numerous cases in which decisions have been required in 
this respect. 

The following are the arrangements made for hearing probate and 
matrimonial causes during the ensuing Easter sittings :— Undefendeq 
matrimonial causes would be taken on Tuesday and Wednesday last. Oom. 
mon jury causes will be proceeded with from Thursday next until Satur. 
day, the 25th inst., inclusive. Probate and matrimonial causes will form 
one list, and be taken in the order in which they are set down. Probate 
and defended matrimonial causes for hearing before the court itself will be 
taken from Tuesday, the 28th inst., to Saturday, the 9th of May, inclusive, 
and will form one list. Special jury cases will be taken from Tuesday, 
the 12th of May, to Friday, the 22nd of May, inclusive, and will form one 
list. A Divisional Court will sit on Tuesday, the 5thof May. Summonses 
before the judge will be heard‘st 11 o’clock, and motions will be heard in 
court at 12 o’clock on Monday, the 20th inst., and every succeeding Mon- 
day during the sittings. 

The Strand Magazine says that a year or so ago Sir Henry Hawkins was 
due to dine with a local magnate somewhere near Chester on the Cup day, 
and among those invited to meet him was the bishop of the diocese. Now, 
it happened that Sir Henry arrived at the house nearly an hour late, and 
it also happened that one of the party had earlier in the day seen the 
learned judge quit the Lundon train at Chester. ‘‘ Do you know what 
won the Cup ?”’ the host asked the judge. Sir Henry looked surprised. 
‘*The Chester Cup! Ah! yes. I saw a number of people in a field near 
the railway, and I heard the newspaper boys call out, ‘ Winner of the 
Cup,’ so I concluded that this was the Cup day.’’ ‘‘ And you didn’t buy 
a paper ?’’ the bishop maliciously put in. The judge assumed the air of 
bland condescension which he wears when sentencing a man to death, and 
said: ‘‘No; I thought it was unnecessary to buy one. I ha‘ been told 
I should have the privilege of meeting your lordship to-night.’’ 


On Monday last, in the House of Commons, Sir O. Dilke asked the 
Home Secretary whether, seeing that the effect of the recent judgments in 
Lyons v. Wilkins (see ante, p. 386) and in Bailey and Another v. Pye was to 
prevent workmen on strike or locked out from using mere persuasion to 
induce their fellow workmen not to take work from the employers with 
whom the dispute had arisen, any further legislation on the subject was 
contemplated. Sir M. W. Ridley said: My attention has been called to 
the decision of the Court af Appeal in the case of Lyons v. Wilkins, but I 
have no information as to the other case mentioned by the right hon. 
member. There can be no doubt as to the importance of the decision in 
the former case, but at present I have only seen a short summary of the 
case in a law journal and the report in the Zimes of the 19th of March, 
and I am advised that the consideration of the effect of the judgment 
given must await the full reports of the case in the usual legal publica- 
tions, and probably, as the judgment was given on an application for an 
interim injunction, of the decision on the trial of the main action. Itis, 
of course, possible also that the case may be carried on appeal to the House 
of Lords It would be premature, therefore, for me to make any state- 
ment with regard to it at present. 


A writer in the Daily Telegraph states that the amount of personal estate 
upon which the death duties have been levied during the last five years is 
as follows :— 


1891-92, as per official statement seo ove ... £193,397,000 
1892-93, as per official statement seo ove ... 164,322,000 
1893-94, as per official statement sa ons 162,866,000 
1894-95, approximately ow 06 eee 144,599,000 
_ 1895-96, approximately 163,000,000 


This, he eays, cannot be regarded as satisfactory. The profits of trade in 
almost all its branches in 1895 were exceptionally large. The Revenue 
Return for the year ended the 31st of March, 1496, shews a large increase 
of income from almost every source on the year as a whole, although there 
was @ noteworthy decline in the rate of increase in the last quarter of the 
year. But the income from the death duties, which are now, perhaps, 
the most important source of revenue, was really much smaller than it 
ought to have been, and the fact that the realized wealth of the country, 
so far as is shewn by the valuation of that part of it which has come under 
probate, is not increasing, suggests cause for anxiety, if not for 
alarm. Sir William MHarcourt’s estimate was that there would be 
ultimately an increase of about three and a half millions annually from 
the new scale of death duties. The increase. it now seems likely, ought 
to have been about five millions, and the difference between this amount 
and the actual increase probably represents the m@sure of avoidance and 
evasion. As to certain classes of property the duties have proved alm 
entirely un uctive. The 1 per cent. additional duty on 

estate yie in the financial year 1894-95 only £19,680. The whole 
amount of *‘ personal estate abroad’ u which estate duty under the 
Finance Act, 1894, had been up to the 31st of March, 1895, was only 
£644,000, or somewhat less than one estate amongst all thove which came 
wane poate was expected to be worth. There in no check upon the 
val put in of property abroad, and very little check upon some 
descriptions of y in this country. ‘The man who choones to 


the of death duties 


his in his lifetime may exempt « large portion of his estate from 
altogether, 
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EASTER SITTINGS, 1896. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appgeat Court I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

App motns ex ho 
mots — apps from ords 

Tues., Apr. 14 made on interlocutory mots 

_/ & new trial pa if required 
pel. a } New trial paper 


Saturday ...18...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 


Monday......20 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
q 

Tuesday...... 21 

Wednesday =| QB final apps 

Thursday ...23 | 

Friday ...... 24 7 apps and Q B final 

Saturday ...25...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 

Monday ...27 { made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 

uired 

Tuesday .....28 ) 

Wed. .........29 } New trial paper 

Thursday ...30 


Friday, May 1 A apps and new trial 


pei 

Saturday ... 2...New trial paper 
App motns ex ge - 
mots — apps from ords 


Monday...... 4 { made on interlocutory mots | 
and Q B final apps if re- | 
Tues - 
dbsetseccee 5 
neniay a| Q B final apps | 
ay... 7 
“a ( Bkcy apps and Q B final 
Friday ...... 8 i apps } 
Saturday ... 9...Q B final apps | 
App motns ex pte—orgl | 
mots apps from ords 
Monday...... 11 { made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if | 
required | 
Tuesday -.12) | 
eg 13 j New trial paper 
ay ...14 
Friday ...., 15 | ae apps and new trial | 


Saturday ...16...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—or 1| 
mots — apps from orks | 
made on interlocutory mots | 
and Q B final appeals if | 
requil 


Tuesday 19) 
Wednesday 20 ' Q B final apps 
Thursday ...21 


: ‘ Bkey apps and Q B final | 
Friday ......22} ope 


taken on days to be appointe 
by the court, 


Sraciat Norice.—In consequence of the 
limited state of the Chan. Appeal List the 
ve general arrangement will be eub- | 
ject to modification by the Judges, of 
which due notice will appear in the Daily 
Cause List, 


} 
N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Acntasene) 
will be | 


Aprnat Count II, 


Final and interlooutory appeala from the 
wery, and Probate, Divorve, and 


Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
Yorve), and the County Palatine and 
jee Courta, 








AppzaL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 

20 Mr. Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Lavie Beal a 
Carrington Pugh 
tere = — 

arrington 
Lavie Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRina. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 

Clowes Leach ] 
Jackson Godfrey Bolt 
Clowes Leach Farm 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 





PAPERS. 





App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—a) pa trom orde mete 


Tues., Apr. 14 ( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan apps if 
required 

Wed. .........15 --Chan final ap 


Ps 
§ Cor 
Thursday ...16 j Salida apps and 


oom denis 17 

Sat y ...18} 

Monday .....20 | Chan final apps 

Tuesday .....21 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—a) ps from ordemedie 

. 22 \ on interlocutory mots (sep 
list), and Chan final apps 
if required 

Thursday ...23 | 

Friday ......24 

Saturday ....25 / Chan final apps 

Monday .....27 

Tuesday .....28 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—a sodvumentammnde 

Wednesday 29 { on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 

Thursday ...30 

Friday, May 1 

Saturday ... 2 ) Chan final apps 

Monday...... 4 

Tuesday ... 5 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots —apps from ords le 

Ws siesecs 6({on inbaricoute y mots (sep 
list) and Chan apps if 
Conair Palati d 

— ne apps an 

Taunedeg ~ 7) Chan apps 

Peaar ..... S) 

Saturday ... 9f 

Monday...... ll \ Chan final apps 

Tuesday ...12 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
made 


mots—apps from ords 
Wednesday 13 ( on interlocutory mots (sep 
(ist) and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday ,,.14 
Friday ......15 
Saturday ...16 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....18 
Tuesday .....19 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
— from ords made 
Wednesday 20 ¢ on interlocutory mots (sep 


list) and Chan final a: 
if ired Pps 


Thursday ...21 ) 

Friday ......22 ) Cha” final apps 

N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court IT. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 

Sprctat Norice.—In_copsequence of the 
limited state of the Chan. Appeal List the 
above gen arrangement will be sub- 
ject to modification by the Judges, of 
which due notice will appear in the Daily 
Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Cuanorry Court, I. 
Mr. Jusrice CHITTY. 
Fw ig Apr. 14...Mots and non wit list 


Ved... edd : 
Thursday ...16 § Non wit list 


Friday ....,.17,,. Mote and non wit list 
( Peta, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday ...184 peta, ure sma, and 
Unon it List, 
Monday ....,.20,, Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .....21 
Wed. eer) | 
Thureday ...23 > Wit list 


Friday, May 1 

y. 
Monday...... 4...Sitting in chambers 
Wed. 6 | Non wit list 

"i Mots for North, J, and 
Thursday ... T | non wit list . 
Friday ...... 8 . Mots and non wit list 

Pets, sht caus, opposed pets, 
Seturay 9) Oe ae eee 
pets for North, J 

Monday...... 11...8itting in cham 


Tuesday ...12) ares 
Wednesday 135 Non wit list 


N.B.—The witness list will probably be 
taken on some days other than those 
above appointed, of which due notice 
will be given. When the witness list is 

i taken, further considerations will 
not taken on the Tuesdays. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 


, which must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk clear day 


to come into the paper. 


Cuaaycery Cover, II. 
Mr. Justice NORTH. 
a Apr. 14...Mots and adj sums 
b” aaneed 154 : 
Thursday ...16 ¢ Adj sums 


Friday ......17 or and adj ae ' 
. ‘ . | Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday 18) adj ome 
Monday......20...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 2lin Wi 7 

Wed. .........225° on- Witness actions 


+ Mots for Chitty, J, and 
Thursday 23) non wit me 


Tuesday ...23; 

Wednesday 29 } General paper 

Thursday __.30 t Mots for Chitty, J, and 
’ } gen pa 

Friday, May 1... Mots and adj sums 


Sat <<. 8 j sums, i ing unop- 
{ posed pets for Chitty, J 

Monday...... 4...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .... 5 

__ See 8} . é 
Thursday ... 7 } Witness actions 
Friday << 
Sat P se 


Monday...... 11.. Sitting in chambers 





Saterday a8! 
y ...16 
Monday......18...Sitting in chambers 
Ee Pi Bt) ; 
ved AY QO > Ge paper 
Thursday ...21 ) : 
day ......22...Mots and adj sums 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be se 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 


Mots for North, J, and non 
Thursday 14 Wit list 
Friday ...... 15...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, em | 
sums, pets, 
Saturday 16) non wit list, including un- 
opposed pets for North, 
Monday ....18...Sitting in chambers 
od. 39} Nom wit list 
Thursday ...21...Mots and non aged 
: ‘ mots non | 
Friday ...... 22 | wit list 


Friday ......24...Mots and adj sums 
( Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ...25) adj sums, including unop- | 
U posed pets for Chitty, J 
Monday 27... Sitting in 





before the Further Consideration is ready | 


Lorp Cuancecior’s Court. 
Me. Justice STIRLING. 
Tues., 4 14...Motns, adj smns, & gen pa 


Thursday 736 j Geers! paper 


| aay ..20 | Mate for Kebowich, 5, adj 


Cuascerny Cover, IV. 
Ma. Justice KEKEWICH. 


The following will be the Order of Business 





proposed judgment or order mast be left 
fh court with the judge's clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper, 





to the days of the week :— 


Wednesday ... \ General paper 


2 4 and May 1)—Mo- 
a oe Actions or Ad- 
Tic fret day of the Bittings, Tossday 
April 14, and the last day of the Sittings, 
ee ys 


In ektition Mr. Justice Stirling's Motians 
—. 


i 


Cuawonar Oovar, ITT. 
Ma. Jusrros ROMER. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
RASTER SITTINGS, 1896. 
Aprrat Oovnr I.—Nortrors, 
Queen's Bench interlooutery appeals will be taken in Oourt I. oa 
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Tuesday, , and afterwards Monday in Easter Sittings. FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. ; 
ts scale will be taken o y, A 17, and following Pont Reserved. 
Queen’s Bench final a (Piel 548.) 


and new trial motions will be taken 
in Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New trial motions 
will be taken in Court I. on Tuesday, April 14, and following day in that 
Final Appeals in the second week. 

Mondays and Fridays final appeals or new trial motions will be 
if there are not enough interlocutory or Bankruptcy appeals fora 


week. 
On 
taken, 
day’s 
Admiralty appeals (with assessors) will be taken in Court I. on days 
a by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Daily 


Appgat Court II.—Noricgs. 


N.B.—Interlocutory appeals trom the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court IT. on Tuesday, April 14, and afterwards on 
every Wednesday in Easter Sittings. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery interlocutory appeals on Wednesdays, Chan- 
cery final appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice 


N.B.—When the interlocutory appeals are not enough for a day’s 
paper, Chancery final appeals will be added on interlocutory days. 
Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will be 
taken in Court IT. on Thursday, April 16, and Thursday, May 7. 

Srzciat Notice.—In uence of the limited state of the Chancery 
list, the above general arrangement will be subject to modifi- 
by the judges, of which due notice will appear in the Daily Cause 


List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final List.) 
Cunnack v Edwards appl of Attorney-Gen from order of Mr. Justice 
Chitty, dated March 23, 1895 (restored) c.a.v. Nov. 4 (Present, the 
Lord Chancellor, Lord Justice A. L. Smith and Lord Justice Rigby) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

Hughes Lark v Vaughan Hughes appl of plts from 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 20, 1895 pt hd (s.0., by 
ov. 14, 1895) July 24 

Same v Same appl of defts, Lark, Sons, & Co, ld, 

Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated June 20, 1895 pt hd (s.o., 
by order, Nov. 14, 1895) August 2 
Whettam, Parsons v Donnithorne app of defts, N Donnithorne and 
from order of Mr Justice North, dated May 3, 1895 (not before 

Mayl1 Aug9 
In re Pitcairn Brandreth v Colvin app of plt from order of Mr. Justice 

North, dated Nov 5, 1595 (soJune5) Dec 16 


1896. 
In re Swift Harrison v Ward app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
dated Nov 7, 1895 Feb 6 
v Rowatt’s Wharf, 1d Howard v Rowatt’s Wharf, ld app 
Harvey, Brand, & Co, from order of Mr Justice North, dated Jan 29, 
1896 Feb 11 
Savage v D B Harris & Son app ‘of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated Feb 8, 1896 Feb 12 
Shaw v Abrahamson app of nite from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 5, 1896 Feb 12 
Rouse v Rouse app of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Jan 29,1896 Feb 17 
In re J F Clarke’s Trade-Mark, No 206,870 and Trade-Marks’ Acts, 1883 
_———— Sax & Co, ld, from order of Mr Justice North, 
dated Feb 8, Order not ected Feb 17 
v Bestt appl of defte R H Parker & ors from order of Mr Justice 
dated Nov 7, 1895 Feb 26 
Puerto, Cabello, & Valencia Ry Co ld and Companies Act, 1860 
of the Puerto, Cabello, & Valencia Ry Co ld from order of 
, dated Jan 11, 1896 Feb 27 
v Walters of defts T Walters & anr from order of Mr Jus- 
an 31,1896 March 3 
app of pitf from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated 


2 
v Casswell app of pltf from order of Mr Justice 
b 19,1896 March 4 

app of pits from order of Mr Justice 


v Turner 
4,1896 March 5 

Cordage Co, id & Companies’ Acts app of Edwin 

¢ of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated Feb 19, 

Co, ld & Companies’ Acts, 1562 to 1890 app 

order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 

Sa Acts, 1862 to 1890 app of 

Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 27, 1896 Order 

C of deft Dame A M Burford-Hancock 

Mz Justice K ich, dated Feb 24, 1896 Order not 


© 7 days after No 27 disposed of) March 9 
v Barlord-Hancock app of deft Dame A M burford-Hancock 
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from onder of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 13,1996 March 9 


Branson & anr v Lamport & Holt app of defts from jdgt of Justices 
Grantham and Lawrance, dated Aug 8, 1895 (ca v Dec 9) 

Gaskell & anr v Gosling app of deft from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice, dated Dec 2, 1895, at trial without a jury (c av Feb 13) 


(Interlocutory List.) 


In re A. E. Fenton, gent, one, &c (expte Mary Cathcart) app of M. Cath. 
cart from order of Baron Pollock, dated Feb 6, 1896 (c a v March 23) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 


For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

The London County Council, applts v The Churchwardens, &c of the 
Parish of Lambeth, in the County of London, resps (Crown side) app 
of applts from order of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Aug 8, 1895 restored to Fiual.List and to be in Paper first day in 
which Final Ap are taken by order 

Dugdale v Hutch Bank Manufacturing Oo, & anr appl of plt in person 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated March 2, 1895, at trial 
without a jury (Salford Division) June1 (security ordered) 

Torkington v Sheridan app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Nov 5, 1895 (security ordered) Nov 23 

Sharp v Sharp & Cold app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Nov 16, 1895 Nov 27 


1896. 

Harris v Whitworth app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
Dec 14, 1895, at trial with common jury, {Middlesex (security ordered) 
Jan 3 

Marr v The Butter Knowle Colliery Co app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Dec 12, 1895, at trial without a jury, Leeds 
(security ordered) Jan 20 

Foster v General Phosphate Corpn ld & ors app of plt from judgt of Mr 
— Wright, dated Feb 13, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Feb 29 

Kruger v Jackson (issue) app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated Feb 20,1896 March 5 

The General Insce Co ld of Trieste v Miller & ors app of plts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 3, 1896, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex March6 

The Leo Steamship Co ld v The Shipowners’ Syndicate (Re-assured) app 
of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 3, 1896, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex March 9 

Robertson & Co v Corry & Co app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Dec 19, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 11 

Killick & Co v Price & Co & The Lingfield Steamship Co, 1d app of the 
Lingfield Steamship Co ld from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, dated March 9, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 11 

Nourse v Liverpool Sailing Shipowners, &c Assoc app of defts from jdgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 6, 1896, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex (April 27) March 11 

In re the Duty on the Estate of the late Sir Thomas Gresham and In re 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (Revenue side) app of the 
Commrs of Inland Revenue from Justices Vaughan Williams and Wright 
dated March 3, 1896 March 12 

Bergisch Markische Bank v Levin app of defts from jdgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated March 7, 1896, at trial with a jury, Middlesex (Order XIV. 
Rule 8) March 14 

Deutech, Schlesinger & Co v Harris & Cohen app of deft Harris from jdgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice of England, dated Feb 22, 1896, at trial with- 
out a jury, Middlesex March 20 

Neville, Abrahams & Co v Harris & Cohen “PP of deft Harris from jdgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice of England, dated Feb 22, 1896, at trial with- 
out a jury, Middlesex March 20 

Rock & v Fuerst Bros 8p of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 19, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 31 

Kesterton & Cold v Pocklington & anr app of defts from judgt of Mr 
— Day, dated March 23, 1896, at trial without « jury, Middlesex 
A 2 


Pp 

Carew & ors v Camoys app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 16, 1896 April , 

Brown v Binns app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
March 20, 1896, at trial without a » Leeds April 2 

Wombwell v Scott app of defts Pd of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
March 6, 1896, at without a jury, York April 2 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easren Sirrinos, 1896. 
Notices relating to the Chancery Cause List. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days 
stated in the Easter Sittings paper, with the following exceptions—viz. : 

Mr, Justice Chitty—In consequence of Mr. Justice Chitty — for 
the a of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, April 21, 
hie lordship’s motions uno 
taken by Mr. Justice North—that i» to say, motions om 





until Saturday, May 2 (inclusive 
petitions will be 
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Thursday, April 23, and Thursday, April 30; un petitions on 
Saturday, April 25, and Saturday, May 2. If the witness list should 
betaken on any days other than those above appointed, due notice will be 

iven. When the witness list is being taken, further considerations will 
not be taken on the Tuesdays. 

Mr Justice North.—In consequence of Mr Justice North sitting for the 

i of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, May 5, until 
Saturday, May 16 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and unopposed 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Chitty—that is to 
say, motions on Thursday, May 7, and Thursday, May 14; unopposed 

tions on Saturday, May 9, and a May 16. 

Mr Justice Stirling.—In consequence of Justice Stirling sittin g for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, May 5, until 
Thursday, May 14 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and unopposed 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr Justice Kekewich—that is 
to say, motions and unopposed petitions on Thursday, May 7. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich.—The order of business before Mr Justice Keke- 
wich will be as stated on the sittings paper. Actions for trial with wit- 
nesses will be taken on Tuesday, April 21, and continued until the end 
of the following week. They will also be taken at other times. Notice 
will be given in the Daily Cause List. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Kekewich will take 
Li 1 and Manchester business as follows :— 

1. Summonses in chambers will be taken on the afternoons of Fridays, 
April 17 and May 8. 

2. Motions, short causes, petitions, and adjourned summonses on 
Saturdays, April 18 and May 9. 

Mr Justice Romer will take witness actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s cause book. 

Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 
Stirling, and Kekewich will sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
during the sittings to hear chamber summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken (subject to the witness 
list) as follows:—Mr Justice Chitty, with non-witness actions, except 
saa summonses, which (if any) are taken every Saturday ; 

ustice Stirling, with non-witness actions. Mr Justice North on the days 
stated in the Easter Sittings paper, and on Fridays and Saturdays. Mr. 
Justice Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays, and also on other days as the 
judges may direct. 

Sreciat Notice with Rererence To THE Cuancery Wrrngss Lists. 

During the Easter Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
their own witness lists as follows :— 

Mr Justice Chitty will take his witness list for the ensuing fortnight, 
beginning on Tuesday, April 21, and will sit-continuously (Monday, April 
37, excepted), until Saturday, May 2. 

Mr Justice North will begin on Tuesday, May 5, and sit continuously 
(Monday May 11, excepted) until Saturday, May 16. 

Mr Justice Stirling will begin on Tuesday, May 5, and sit continuously 
(Monday, May 11, excepted) until Thursday, May 14. 

Mr Justice Kekewich will begin on Tuesday, April 21, andsitcontinuously 
(Monday, April 27, excepted) until Saturday, May 2. 

N.B.—If the witness list should be taken on any days other than 
those above appointed, due notice will be given. 

During the fortnight when a judge is engaged on his witness list, 
motions in causes or matters assigned to him (mcluding ex parte motions, 
but not including motions relating to the tponement of the trial or 
hearing of any cause or matter in his lordship’s list) and also unopposed 

tions assigned to him, will be heard by one of his colleagues as 
lows :— 

Those assigned to Mr Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr Justice North. 

Those assigned to Mr Justice North will be heard by Mr Justice Chitty. 
— a to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 

ch. 

Those assigned to Mr Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr Justice 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Thursday, April 2, 1896, inclusive.) 


Before Mr. Justice Currry. | In re Champion Champion v 
Causes for Trial (with witne | , Gwynn, act 
al (with witnesses). | James v Trustees, Exors and Secur- 
In re The Sovereign Life Assurance | ities Insce Corpn ld act (trans- 
Co & Co’s Acts adjd claim (s.0. ferred from Kekewich, J) 


pending examn of witnesses) | Chapman v Strong & Hanbury act 
In re Kay Moseley v Keyworth | Tweedale v Howard & Bullough ld 


act pt hd | act 
The Actien Gesellschaft, & v T 


In re The Ramagate, &¢ Co Id & 
Oo’s Acts mtn (ordered to go| Remusand Burgon & Co act 
Banking 


into Witness List) Gloucestershire Co ld ¥ 
evSmith act | Brydges act 
Allhusen v Trustees, Executors, &c | oe act & motn 
for ju 


Insce coms ld_ act (transferred | 
from Stirling, J) I 
Repton v Tillett act | In re Brooke Brooke v Tatham 
| 


National Dwellings Co ld v Haw- act 

king act Norton v Dashwood act & mf j 
In re Allen Allen v Allon act| Browne v Stedman act 

(without pleadings) | In fre the Co’s Acta, 1862 to 1890, 
Ihre Pays Attorney-Gen vy Crowdy| & In re the Bulfontein Sun Dia- 

sot | mond Mine ld (expte Charles Cox 
Loyd’s Bank ldv Bullock act and 


Hughes) motn,entered in Wit- 
ughes) po 


In re the Same motn entered in 
Witness List by order 

Hall v Van Duzer act 

In re Hill hton v Hill act 

Willett v act 

Bolam v Pinkney act & counter- 
claim 


Tearle v Jex act 

Pease v Lloyd act 

SamevSame act (transferred from 
North, J 

SamevSame act (transferred from 
Kekewich, J 

Van Duzer v Hall act 

In re Barnsdall Fraser v Tootill 


act 
Goddard v Earl’s Court Hotels ld 


act 

General Electric Power & Traction 
Cold v Lewis act 

Hughes v Hughes act & mf j 

Ahern v Pate act 

George v Amos _ act 

Wool Exchange ld v Commrs of 
Sewers of City of London act 

Brooker v Drury act 

Burton v Wood act 

Figg v Young act 

Queensland Investment, &c Co ld v 
O’Connell act 

Osmond v Lees act 

Hutton v Loveridge act 

Incandescent Gas Light Co ld v 
Meteor, &c, Cold act 


Mr | King v Byrne act 


In re Trade-Mark No 8,482-of Cecil 
Fane (trading &c) and Patents, 
i &c, Acts motn ordered 

to go into Witness List 


Before Mr. Justice Nonrs. 

Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Collins vy Woodfin act 
In re Hobbs Dunn v Hewitt act 
Meakin v Longhurst act 
Eden v Kelly act 
Cahagne v Knowles act 
Evans v Meeze act 
Tomsett v Wallis act 
Great Grimsby Coal, & Uo ld v 

Mundahl act &mfj 
i Co ld v 


The Le gn 
Bingley act 

Oliver v Governors of St Olave’s 
Grammar School, &c act 

In re The Consort Deep Level Gold 
Mines ld & Co’s Acts motn of 
Messrs Stark & Elliston set down 
in Witness List by order 

In re The Same, &c motn of Dr 
J Barr set down in Witness List 
by order 

In re The Same, &c motn of H 
Russell Smith set down in Witness 
List by order 

Jardine v King, Mendham, & Oo 


ay act 
In re Theobald, Holmes v Fox 
act 
Gill v Brown act 
Bulpett v Link act 
Hippisley v Sweet act 
Battersea v Commrs of Sewers of 
City of London act 
Podmore v Mayhoe act 


Rankin v Harris act 


In re Pitt’s Patent, No 2,405 of 
1894 petn entered in Witness 


rk 
In re te, Wheeldon & Turner's 





counter-claim | 


ness List by 


\ 





Before Mr. Justice Streixe. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


The Santa Rosalia Del Oarmen 
Mexico Copper Co ld v United 
Mexican Cold act Not 
before May 

West v Alcock act (deft dead) 

ine Waee, Wane’ allis act 

Tygat v Tygat 

Walt y Boon act 

Crossley v Attenborough act 

Gentle v Harmer act % 

In re Horton, Dudley v act 

Boughton-Leigh v act 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c, of 


Colmer v Reefs 
ei eneened 
De Lisen ¥ Tyser a 
v 
v Bastard 


Bell v Balls act 
Chandler v Freeman act and m fj 
In re Thompson, v Thomp- 
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Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
v Elliott act pt hd (dft 


dead) 

In re Doetsch Matheson & Co v 
Ludwig act & mfj (so until 
after return of Commission) 

Mackinlay v Metzler & Co ld act 
not before April 30 

Goodall v Goodall act 


Burroughs v Wellcome act & 
counterclaim 
In re Atkinson Atkinson v Nor- 


bury act 

Pugsley v Pugsley act 

Ker v Miller = 

Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v Phillipp & 
Co act (April 21) 

Rawstorne v Brown act 

Low v Hamilton act 

Beastall v Nicholls act 

Inre Archer, Mortlock v Archer 


act 
Bartlett v Dale act set down by 


In reT Price Nichols v Price act 
&m fj 

Lockett v Tarapaca Waterworks Co 
ld Tarapaca Waterworks Co ld 
v Tockett act and counter- 


rp 
ial West African Co ld v 
Carter act 


Petty & Sons v Taylor & Co act 

Forester v Forester act 

Maxaire v Commercial Brewery Co 
Id act 

Macaire v Aarons act 

James v Harris act 

~ ates nga wa act 

Duncan v Hargreaves act 

In re Reece Jones v Reece adj 


sumns 
Morrallee vy Wightman act 
Earl of Wilton v A Knowles & Sons 
ld act 
Brooks v Steele & Currie act 
Thomas v Rees act 
Farnes v Thompson act 
Hunt v Rymill act 
Morgan v Orme act 
Styer v Clark act 
Macbeth v Roberts act 


Before Mr. Justice Vatcnax 
Wruss. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 

up). 
woes, 

W Brock & son Id (transfer pro- 
ceedings) 

African Landed Estates Co ld (for 
discharge of order dated June 21, 
1894, as regards t) 

London & General ld (to com- 

attendance of witness) 

London & West of Con- 

tzact Co ld (leave to issue writ of 


attachment) 
Colonial Debenture Corpn id (vary 


«Daniell v Whateley act 


tributed money into Companies’ 
liquidation account) 


Chancery Division. 
Black v Williams & Victoria Steam- 
boat Assoc 1d (delivery up of 


possession) 

F Rosher & Co ld Pearsonv F 
Rosher & Co ld (to discharge 
Receiver) 





Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Ainslie v Gill Bros act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Davis v Jewell act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Baker v London General Omnibus 
Cold act 

Donington v Skidmore act (plt 
dead) 


Reveley v Simner act 
In re Farmer Farmer v Crawshaw 
act 


Craven v Puncture-Proof Pneu- 
matic Tyre Co ld act 
(Trinity 
Sittings) 


Queensland Investment & Land 
Mortgage Cold v O’Connell act 
and counter-claim (deft, E R 
Drury, dead) 

In re Goff Hill v Gardiner act 
(not before April 30) 

Moon v Savin & Cold act 

In re Reed Reed v Thompson 
act (deft Thompson bankrupt) 

Rees v De Bernardy act pt hd 

Alston v Alston act (not before 
May 5) 

Parsons v Whettam act (not be- 
fore May 1) 

International Financial Soc ld & 
reduced v Baring, Bros, & Co 
act (not before April 16) 

Jamblin v Heginbotham act 

Gleadowe v Burton act (deft 


McCamphill v Davis act pt hd 

Hunt v Gingel, Son & Cruickshank 
act (transferred by order dated 
Dec 2, 1895) 


Transferred by Order, dated 27th 
Feb, 1896. 

Fawcett v Homan & Rogers act 
(not before April 17) 

Jacob v Badcock act (not before 
April 20) 

Martin v The Tanning Syndicate 
ld act 

London, Edinburgh & Glasgow 
Assce Cold v Lindley act 
Rawlins v Harris act 

Gillespie v Ramsden act 
Nutt v Stuart act 

Davies v Bishop act 


F Savage & Cold v Brindle act 
Tolson v 8 ht & Bon act 
Tolson v Si act 





order refusing public exmn) 
Ormonde Club, Id (for | 
leave to issue writ of attachment) | 
Swindell’s Peel, &c, Co, 1d (for an | 
account) : - 
(tor leave to issue writ of attach- 





| 
Marrictt & Williams, ld | 
Hemp Yarn & Cordage (for an ac- | 
Hounslow Brew (to Sotienel 
ery : 

onder, dated Yeb 19, 1996) 


Sane (mame, 
Angic-Gpanish Assoc 1d (to enforce 
es ew Rg 


arrrint) 
General Credit (6 WU (wo 
a ene ee D, 
Function Wdsh Coal Co 
id (fo euhorce payment of undis- 





Our Boys’ Clothing Co ld v Hol- 
born Viaduct Land Cold act 

In re Wade Kerrick v Joselyn 
act 

In re Boyd Bartlett vy Von Heiden- 
stam act 

Kastern Concessions 1d v Defty 


at 

Electric Construction Corpn 1d v 
South Staffordshire Tramways Co 
at 


Rogers v Fyton, Burton, & Co 
aut 


€ ey v Ford act 
M y v Pickford act 
H ev Skinner act 


Hughes v Hughes act & mf j 


Ka v Walkden act 
High School Bedford Park 1d v 
Ric act 


Purves ¥ Handford act 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Srrtines, 1896. 
SpecraL PapEr. 

For Argument’ 

In re an Arbitration between Barker & The Pearson & Knowles Coal & 
Iron Co, ld (to be argued with opposed motion No. 1) Special case 
County Council of Middlesex v Willesden Urban District Council & anr 

ial case 
In apn Arbt between the Trustees of the Ipswich and Stowmarket Navi. 
gation and the East Suffolk County Council Special case 
District'Council of Barton Regis Union v Stevens & anr Special case 
In re an Arbtn between R P Houston & Co and ors and the Standard 
Steamship Owners’ Protection, &c, Assoc, 1d Special case 
In re an Arbtn between Kempf and National Insce, &c, Corpn Special 


case 

C De Murrietta & Co, 1d, v Carlshann Spirit Co Special case 

In re an Arbtn between Hudson and Potter & Co Special case 

Miles v Great Western Railway Co Special case 

Banks & anr v Ackers, Whitley, & Co, ld Special case 

International Bank of London, ld v Keane Points of law 

Hall v Wall Points of law 

The Board of Trade v The Guarantee Soc Special case 

In re an Arbtn between James Burns and the North Eastern Ry Co 
Special case 

In rean Arbtn between Reinhold & Co and Hansloh Special case 

In re an Arbtn between Etienne Gouty and the Manchester, Sheffield, & 
Lincolnshire Ry Co Special case 


9pposep Mortons. 


For Judgment. 
Eley v Read 
Same v Same (heard Jan 24, 1896, before Mr. Justice Hawkins and Mr. 
ms. ustice ——_ 
organ v Hein 
For Argument. 
In re an Arbtn between Barker and The Pearson & Kuowles Coal and [ron 
Co To be argued with Special Case No 1 
In re a Petition of Right of Edward Mitchell 
In re George Maughan & James Robert Hall, solrs Expte Maughan & 
anr (so for further report) 
In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc (s o June 30) 
Weatherby & ors v Childe 
Hockley v Ansah (Regan, garnishee) 
In re Companies Act, 1862, and In re Sidney !Herbert Motion, a member 
of the Institute of Auctioneers 
In rea Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
Shadwell v Cook 
In re Arbtn between Camillo Eitzen & Jewson & Syns 
Taff Vale Ry Co v Davis & Sons ld 
Lorden & Son v Pryce & ors 
Turnbull v Tomsett 
Denning v Edgar 
Ohlsen v Hammond 
Smith v Same 
In re the Appeals of the New Lea Valley Distillery Co ld & In ro 12 & 13 
Vict. c 45 
Brown v Keevil 
In re an Arbtn between The United Kingdom Mutual SS Assco Assoc ld 
& Houston & Co 
Crown Parzr. 


For Judgment. 
Met Pol Dist White v Vestry of the Parish of Fulham magistrates 
(argued Jan 21, coram Justices Hawkins and Vaugban Williams) 


For Argument. 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Ashby v The British Pianoforte Mfg Co county 

court deft’s “pp 

Hampshire, Southampton Kirkwood (trading, &c) v Smith & anr county 

court plt’s app 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Jj of Glamorgan (expte Williams) Nisi 

for mandamus to enter continuances, &c 

Essex The Queen v Rochford District Council & ors (expte Clarke) Nii 

for certiorari for precept Referred from chambers 

Radnorshire, Presteign Reynolds v Urban District Council of Presteign 

county court defts’ appeal 

London Palmer v Shelburne & anr county court defts’ appeal 

St Ives. The Queen v Hain jun, Esq, & ors, licensing jj, and Bayzard 

(expte Lees) Nisi for orari for license 

Lancashire, St Helens & Widnes Woodward & ora v Dingedale & ors 
ye Sey defts’ a e 

Salop Queen v Bishop of Hereford (expte Heaton) Nisi for manda- 

mus to consider objections, & (Ecclesiastical Dilapidations Act) 

Devonshire, Barnstaple Parsons v Hancock county court deft’s appeal 

Sheffield The Queen v Skelton, Haq, & ors, licensing jj (expte Bird) 

Nisi for certiorari for refusal of license 

Yorkshire, WR The Queen vy Same Nisi for mandamus to hear appli- 
cation for license 

Carnarvonshbire, Carnarvon The Cwmyglo Cambrian Benefit Building Soc ¥ 

Jones countycourt deft’s appeal 





The Oumberland Union Banking 





(The whole of the above Lists to be continued.) 


April 18 1896. 
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= —— 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters 1n CHAMBERS. 
For Easter Sittings, 1896. 


Ato F—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Johnson ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Macdonell ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Butler. 

0 toZ—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Wilberforce ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 

Ato F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Kaye are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No. 181, at 11.30 a.m. on Moudays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G@ to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Walton are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No, 175, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

0 to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Archibald are to be made returnable before him in his own 
Room, No. 109, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, and 
the summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
qlled over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
itthey were returnable at chambers. 








At the Mart on Wednesday last, Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark & Co. 
wid the important block of mercantile offices known as 47, Mark-lane, for 
£12,000. The property covers an area of 3,840 superficial feet, with a rental 
value of £2,000, and is held for a term of forty-nine years unexpired, at a 
gound rent of £420 per annum. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s 569th Periodical Sale of Reversions 
wd Life Policies, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, was very succeessful, 
every lot offered being sold at exceptionally high prices. The total of 
£26,080 was made up as follows :—Absolute reversion to one-sixth of £5,858 
consuls on decease of a a aged 75, sold for £400; reversion to one-thirteenth 
of about £41,200, on death of two ladies aged 44 and 54 respectively, sold 
for £1,170 ; life policy for £1,000 just effected with the Commercial Union 
Assurance Society, life aged 23, sold for £25; reversion to one-sixth of 
£14,095, life tenant aged 75, sold for £1,460; valuable absolute reversion to 
me-third of estate value, £56,735, invested principally in Gas and Water 
Stocks, and Freehold Ground-rents receivable on decease of a lady aged 75, 
wld for £11,850. The competition for this lot, which commenced at £8,000, 
ws very keen. Life policy for £5,000 in Rock Life Office, on life aged 51, 
wld for £3,580; life policy for £7,200 in the L and General Office, with 
bonus additions of £1,948, life aged 63, sold for £5,330; life policy for 
41,000 in same office on same life, sold for £250; life policy for £2,000 in 
Clerical, Medical, and General Office on lives of Her Majesty the Queen and 
ILR.H. the Duke of Cambridge, with bonus addition of £606 11s., sold for 
41,550; life policy for £500 in the Royal Insurance Company, life aged 62, 
wld for £210 ; life policy for £250, with guaranteed bonus, in Liverpool and 
Iendon and Globe Insurance Company, on life aged 64, sold for £255. 
The amounts realised by the policies average nearly 40 per cent. beyond 
surrender value. 


The actuary of the Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation, in his report 
on the quinquennial valuation of the life business of the Corporation, 
tates that: 4528,283—net sum assured (after deducting re-assurances)— 
was written during 1895; the average interest earned in the five was 
£428, 10d. per cent. ; commission and expenses together amounted to 12-95 
percent of the premium income; after valuing the liabilities of the Cor- 
poration at 3 per cent., a sum of £167,560 is found to be divisible among 
the policy holders. A reversionary bonus of 30s. cent. per annum on 
the sum assured and previous bonuses was decl: for the quinquennium 
ending 31st December, 1895. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, April 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


rr to end = hee and addresses, and the particulars of thei aches claims, 
» eir names or 
to Thomas William Smith, Opie st, Norwich. English, Norwich, solor 
J. We.ts & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send in 
names and and the particulars of their 
8, Crown ct, Old Broad st 
South East Essex Gas anp Water Co, Limrrep—Creditors are op ang Bd 
Sieg 1. & ott Oe een ars a ae the particulars of their 
to Edward Robert Ewen, 5, Gt Winchester st. Mills & Co, Brunswick 
one tee Loorep (1x_Lr required, 
ussex Hore., Hove. D (IN aranagnes 1 Pence are on 
May 4, to send their names and and particulars of their debts or clai 
. Ferdi st, Brighton. Goodman, Brighton, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bisnors Wa.THaM Provipext Civs, Bishops Waltham, 8.0., Southampton. April 1 
Excesior Co-operative Burtpers anD Decorators Society, Limrrep, 94, Lorrimore 
rd, Walworth. April 1 


Popiar Tave Temperance BrauincHam Farexpty Society, Poplar Temperance Hotel, 
98, High st, Poplar. April 1 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, April 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loursep mo CHayozry. 

Caarrey Broruers, Lunrep—Petn for winding presented 9, directed to be 
heard on April 22. Francis & pty ag BB mga yk Bg Notice of 
— above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

21 

Lonpow anp Grays Seasorne Coat Co, Lumrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 
10, di to be beard on Wednesday, April 22. Twynam, Poultry chmbrs, Bucklers- 
bury, solor for petner. =~ reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 21 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Avast Ixx Loay Soctgety, Angel Inn, Dudley, Worcester. April § 

Court Giapparrs, Ancient Orpes or Foresters Farexpiy Socrery, Tadno Vaults, 
Liandudno, Carnarvon. 8 


10, 
Heywoop British Workman xT £5 Moxsy Civs, British Workman Public-house, 
Hi Manchester. 
Never Fartine Sprine Lopes, Ixperenpent Fare Garpeyers’ Farexpiy Society, Sun- 
day-school Room, Bilton, Harrogate, York 


Penton Tontive Friexpiy Society, 45, Penton st, rr April 8 

Perseverance Lopes, Lexps U.O.0.F., Star Inn, Taddington, Derby. March 25 

Sons or Equrry Benerit Society, Gloucestershire House Inn, Monmouth. April I 
Vervon Arms £10 Loan Socrety, Vernon Arms, Waverley st, Nottingham. April 8 
rie Society, Wesleyan Schoolroom, Nordelph, Downham Market, Norfolk. 


i 


it 


} 


g 
ff 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasetie,—Faipar, April 3. 


Daxvo, Marruew James, Wells, Somerset, Teacher of Music. May 7. Dando v Dando 
Chitty, J. Harper, New ct, Lincoln's inn 








Wannine To rinteNDING House Purcuasgrs anp Lussess.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the ts thoroughly 
Examined by an Ex from The Sanitary Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Avvr-.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Kersnaw, Sam, Dewsbury, Yorks, Plumber Dewsbury | Swany, Anravs Jonx Scorr, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Pet April 8 Ord April 8 2 Ord 


April April 2 
iondon Gasette.—Fripay, April 10. Kerr, ALTER Horarro, Mason’s avnue, Basinghall st, | Wrusox, Eorra Cua Abbey ri, St John’s Wood, 
RECEIVING ensue. eweller Court Pet 8 Ord Aprils Spinster High Court Pat Ped 25 Ord April 2 
! Lowson, Gronar, Butterknowle, Durham, Miner Durham | Amended notice substituted for that im the 
ss | Seneee, Cesgcton, Mon, Farmer Newport, Mon Pet AprilS Ord April 8 | Gazette of : 
8 “ " 
a Hindley, nr Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet Mase, o ye a ot ws Sates EP Om i | Seams es ty ~) > een — 
8 pril 8 j 
ee Oxford, Innkeeper a Bea Abeil@ » Labourer Sheffield Pet i FIRST MEETINGS. 
et 2 ¢ April 2 
mt, Avnaan, Wolverhampton, Clothier Wolver- Mt Olas Sawyer Gt Grimsby | 4.15 Ronert Jowx, Cranfield, Builder April 2 


ham Pet April 8 Ord April 8 
Cuayr, rorcr, Curtain rd, Cabinet Manufacturer High 
Court Pet April8 Ord April 8 
Qunx, Wittiam Gronor, Weat Hartlepool, Shipbroker 
land Pet April8 Ord April 8 


Pet 
Mnzas, Thomas ht Ty Peteee Gut, Builder C KF. ytd ‘Basex, 
eg James, Redruth, Builder Truro Pet | Ny 
April 8 Ord April 8 


| Corrox, Wittiam Rromarp, 


Pil IT at 12.90 Off Reo, Termtey tenes 
ow Neviasrant eeper Apri ir 


Datavurce, Herarzat Jann, Gl nneath, Glam, Grocer | Parnisn, Groner Hannear, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet 

Deane na ier e Gt APES and, Saddler Coo- | Paetum Wituien, Onakuns, Obeltsahasn, Butoher Guel- | past kereres Betagien tomh ped IT ot 12 Bank 
LEX.ANDER, Keswick, Cumberland, ddler Ooo- . - . as aNT, oR, 
uth Pet March 17° Ord April 6 : tenham Pet AprilS Ord April 8 ry 


Dowrnwarre Joun, Appleby 
Kendal Pet April Ord April & Q 
Freup, Cuantxs, Bradwell, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet | Ravent, CHarnns, 
April 8 Ord April 8 18 Ord 





Westmorland, Labourer Raep, Geoage Anrnvn, Swansea Swansea Pot April 2 Buen S ’ re ageea Apr If at Il Baak- 
€ hidgr, Carey 
by, Yorks, Farmer York Pet | — Cuances Ricnann, Sydenham, Boot Retailer 


Fisrourn, Wauren Montry, Sootton, Yorke, Butcher | Ruewaut, Baxsaurx Rugby, Butcher Qoventry Pet | Frauen, Twowas, Palham, Fishmonger Apel 2! at 12 
ean ie a a “aaddlor York Pot April | 8s oe Crd date field, Agent High Court Pet | ALTER Monet, Cutten, Torta, Butcher 
ARLES, , Yorks, Saddler Yor » ARLR, . 
4Onapia : a Matoh 19 Ord April 2 | POP pa nat 18.30 OW Rea, BS, Stonegate, Taek 
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se ng hy April 
20 at Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Grsporx, James Bale’ Leicester April 20 at 3 Off 

Haxvax, oo Buck, Soho sq, Mount - es April 
Iv at at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

, Roserr Be ‘Newest on Tyne, 

Solicitor 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on 


Tyne 
a, Se Hexsert, Gt Jamesst, Bedford row, Advertis- 
ing - April 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy blidgs, 


























































Howxpr, - vapal 20 Sesser, ee st, Exhibition 
Agent Bankruptcy bidgs, ‘Carey st 
an rigs, Selby, Yorks, Saddler April 20 at 


Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Jouse E Od ee Wolves Plumber April 20 at 11 
lverhampton 


me! 3, Leicester, Licensed Victualler April 17 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
~~ Fraycrs —— cen, Bot Rein, 
ist April 17 at 12 Beakrepter ice, Oxf 
Masox, Hesry Sepewicx orks, oh omen 
April 17 at 10.15 Off Bec, 6, Bond ter, Wake- 


Marrusws, Frayx Coverxer, Cullompton, Devon, Inn- 
— April 17 at 12 Sots te at Exeter 
Movssr, Epwrs Joux, Dunstable, Bedford, Tailor April 21 

at 10.30 Court house, Luton 
, RaPHAzL, Wavertree, Liverpool, Builder April 
21 at 12 Off Ree, 36, Vietoria st. ‘Liverpool 
Parres, Anravz Hexseer. Ge my hay April 20 at 
"1.30 24, Railway @ 
Pannen Sh Bator sop, Lenten Bekige April 18 at 1.15 
Rank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Cuaz.ezs, Osgodby, ta we April 21 at 
Stonegate, York 
olverhampton, Baker April 2at 


‘mi14m, Golcar, nr Huddersfield, Stone Mer- 
chant — "Off Bee, 19, John William st, 


—> nt Wass Wru1am Hesey Wrspzarr, Totten- 
April 17 at 12° Bank- 


wa aso, Stockbroker April 20 at 


1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxrssos, Joms Writ, Stratford, -Easex, Solicitor 
Court Pet March 7 Ord April 2 


High 
Baz, Atrzzp ge Publican Court 
Pet Feb 14 Grd Pe _ 


i 
5 
i 
; 
i 


How. > Saddler York P 
v1 yay re orks, aA 
Boign, ences © Caitain High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Kzeeucw, .¥ Piomber 
zen. Dewtany, otk, Dewsbury Pet 
Lesese. Davio, Cheetham, Manchester, Manulac- 
tare Maschette Pet Marche Ord 2 
Lewes, Gui, Butterknowle, Durham, Durham 
Peat byes Oni Aprils 
Slassanes, Zmonea, Soneates, labours Ghelidd Pe 
ms Tre yor Grimdoy, Hawyer GH Grimsby 
etter In me Lesca, Ayledbury, Bucks, 


wg L Ord és 
cacti rom April 





eee sigh cl apas” Trove Pe 
Po Sugeoan, Parmer Hanbury Pet March 
Pn. ll Hull, Cabinet 
Maer Kimgstss, am Pa Age 2 Ora 
mages Cusmen, Naan, ay wg Butter Chd- 








Rem, Gronor Arruur, Swansea Swansea Pet April 2 


Reve, , ~ Cont , Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
April8 Ord April a 

Ropixsox, Hewry, PBunderland, Shipowner Sunderland 
Pet March 20 

Roanatz, Besa, hg Saat! Butcher Coventry Pet April 


Swazny, Artaur Jouw Scorr, Great Grimsby, Butcher’s 
Great Grimsby Pease? Ord April 2 
Tuackxer, Herpert Barrett, Newbold Verdon? 
Draper Leicester Pet Feb 21 Ord April 2 


Winsor, ( Cuarues, Ulverston, Lancs, Ulverston 
Pet March 4 Ord 10 


Amended Notice nes 6 for that "Teas in the 
mdon of March 1 
Lake, Susoy Heay, Caledonian rd, Flour ets Wands- 
worth Pet Feb4 Ord March 10 


London Gaszette.—Tourspay, April 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barros, Wasemy, the younger, Cheltenham, Chemist 

Cheltenham et March 25° Ord April 10 
Becx, Tuomas. Bradfocd. Joiner B ‘ord Pet April 9 
Ord April 9 


P 

aa Pg Routan, & ent, Dairyman Canter- 
Pet April 10 April 10 

AGE, Ty Commission Agent Leeds 


Bosse. yyy 


pril 9 Ord A) 
deuune — Ab Y Wores Worcester Pet March 
23 Ord April 8 


Broom, Atrgep Wiiu1am, St Martin’s, Norwich, Ware- 
houseman Norwich Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Brapsvey, Jouy, Birmingham, Tobacconist Birming i 
Pet March 25 Ord April 10 

Brows, Hewry, Ince in Makerfield, Lancs, Grocer Wigan 
Pet March 20 Ord April 9 

Bugs, Marrsew Tomas, Brom: > sam, Blacksmith 
Northallerton Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Carsz, ey George | ene Green- 
wich Pet April1 Ord Apri 

mS. 5. Grorce H, Onna iain: oe an Com- 
=, pain Wandsw Pet March 13 Ord 

pr 

Corrrsczr, T G, Freeman’s <> oe Publican h 
Court Pet March 27 Ord April _ | 

Dasrgt, Oe Gilfach Goch, @ aides Cardiff Pet | 

April9 Ord April 9 

Dade C Gorseinon, Glam, Tailor Carmarthen Pet 

8 


beck, W a, 
ril9 Ord Aged» 
Whitehall pl High Court 





9 
grdns High Court Pet 
+ Seite Bietee High | 
Hatfield Broad Oak, Enex, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet April8S Ord April 8 
Lawsos, Jous Gzorcz Epwazrp ie -9 Spalding, | 
reer Peterborough Pet April 11 Ord | 
Lavaser®, Jouxrs, Ipswich, Colourman Ipswich Pet April | 


McMasvs, Tuomas Heyer, eS, Cigar Merchant 
Pet March 24 Ord April 10 
a oe! Weeley, ame Farmer Colchester Pet | 
Aprilil Ord April 1 


Rosgztos, AxDEEw, Pradfod Yorks, Manager Bradford 


Pet April 10 Ord A 
Rostssos, NaTHAasizL, Essex, Bootmaker Col- | 
chester Pet 23 Ord Aprilli 


Sepvox, Taouas, Westhoughton, Lancs, Bootmaker Bolton | 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 4 


Sroxes, Heszy, Ravenscourt x | 
High Court purest a 2 nf apt ~ 
ay Tuomas, Derby Pet April 10 Ord 


Tuustie, Hager Rosman, ond Apne’ Yorks Stockton on 


Tees Pet mg 
Tcoesre, —— = Smallware Dealer War- 
Tington Pet April 9 ll 


Ww B.. A 
ILKINSON. eer Nel ree fem v5 : Bate. - , ee 


FIRST MEETINGS. | 


Avexasper, Cuazizs Joszrn 
poe, ase, a, Steve 
Carey & 


blags, 
Asvrneos, Taouss Mitts, and Cuartes Eowanp Baav- 
sont, OF , Bolt Makers April 22 ats Off Kec, 
chinbre, Queen st, Oldham | 
Axuernons, Janus, North Coachbuilder 

at iz Off Kee, #, Mosley wt, Newcastle on Tyn 
Artiswos, Jons Wistau, Stratford, Keasex, Solicitor | 

April Zi at 11 bings, Carey wt 
Busuem, Jous, Walsall, Baker April 22 at 11.4 Off Rec, 


} 

Bauree, Baten, Hi , ur Wigan, Grocer A; 22 at 
Wh i, Woot we Wuoa ” 

Bece, Tnouss, Grattord, Yorks, Joiner April 2 at 11 
Off Kee, #1, Manor row, BeaAtord 

Vicon, Airenp Witstam, mt Martin's, Norwich, Ware- 
houwman April Z2 at lo Off Nee, 6, King nt, Nor- 


Eiowrt, Jounn, Clifton A Tat 3 
Ont : Nook dahon Cort oo Btn nf | 
ase, Feoperst, 





PAR? Oh hpi 









Parag Wissen Vasomsarn Pats ee 


Bocwssir, Jauns, 
ai Wi, Athemmul tet, 





Hull 
Puen, Exvisua Dawiet, Bishop’s Castle, 
ictualler 


[| Boemase. Sera, Rugby, Butcher 
Off Rec, 17 


Taumwoop, CHARLE 


| Tuace, cx, Jonure, Tredegar, Mo 
Woovs, Wi1tsam Hexey, Norwich, Solicitor Norwich | me, Samus, Wonzaatio on Tyne, Furniture Dealer 
Pet March 2% Ord April 10 


April 27 | wuss. Fuarx, 


| Wagur, Pass 


ham 
Carpenter mania | Binns, Witstam Jamus, Loods, Coramission Ag 
Ya April 9 Ord April 9 


Bowmay, Joun THomas. Yorks, Beethoum SEI 
Wapril 21 at 11 Ott Reo. 2 P Park row, Lode oe 

Bortz, Epwarp, Sunderland, Leather Merchant April 2 
at3 Off Rec, 25, John St, Sunderland 

Brestaver, Epwarp ee ore Surrey April 21 aty 


P 
Brown, Henry, Ince in Makertl, Lanes, Grocer April 
22at11 16, Wood st, Bo! 
eer 4 Cepuas, Victor rd, *feddington, Builder April 21 at 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
me. £, Wituiau, Littlehampton, Sussex, Butcher April 
22at12 Terminus Hotel, Littlehampton 


Cantwe.u, THomas Wii.1am, Oxford, Builder Apri] ' 
12 Bankru ans: 


y ons Oxford 

Curtis & Co, bury, Oxford, Grocers 
Bankru; tey a Oxford 

DevVERILL, JOHN, ham, Joiner ay 2latl2 oF 

- ,- Peter’s Chi _> — > 

ICKIND, oo DWARD, am 1 raper <A 

Si bakes ite. ces Oe 

Dopps, ALexanpgr, Keswick, Cumb, Saddler April 27 gt 
2.45 Court House, Cockermouth 

Eyize & Co, Gracechurch st ‘April 21 at 11 Bankruptey 
bldgs, Carey st 

Fretp, Cuagies, Bradwell, Derbyshire, Grocer April 21 

at 2.30 Off Rec, 40,St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Frevp, Heyry, Ash Vale, Surrey, Baker April 21 at 12,99 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Fryen, Josera PaGpIN, Derby, Grocer April 23 at 2.3) 
off 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Howt, dean ’Birmiogham, Cumasioden Agent April % 
at ll Colmore row, Birmingham 

Jenkins, H C, Appledore, Kent April 27 at 12.45 Young 
& Sons, Bank bidgs, Hastings 

Joussoy, Austin, West Smithfield, Agent April 22 at 12 

tcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kerr, Watters Horatio, Basinghall st, Jeweller April 
22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lams, Joun, Leighton Buzzard, Jeweller April 21 at 10.39 
Court house, Luton 

LANGHORNE, Ricuarp Rosrnson, Postings April 22 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Lesser, Davin. Cheetham, Manchester, Slipper Manufas- 
turer April 22 at 2.45 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

Leverett, Josera, Ipswich, Colourman April 22 at 11.9 
Off Rec, Ipswich 


» aps : 

Maas, I, London st, Cigar Merchant April 22 at 11 Bank- 
meng | bldgs, Carey st 

Mastin, Tuomas, Maidenhead, Master Builder April % 
at 8 95, Temple chmbrs, ‘Temple avenue 

Meyer, Jonn Henry, Basinghall st April 21 at 1215 

tcy bldgs, Carey st 

Meves, Spavu.i, & HLENGEMAN, St Mary axe, Chemical 

Merchants April 21 at 12 Bankrupicy bldgs, Carey 


street 
Mitiez, Eryesr Witt, Hockley Heath, nr Birming- 
Farmer April 22 at 11 23 , Colmore row, Bir- 


minghum 

, Mou.pes, Euan, —— Baker April 24 at 12 %, 
Colmore row, Birmin 

Nisierr, ALBsetT arm Woop, Cheltenham, School- 
master April 23at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

, Nixon, Henry Correr, New Gross rd, Kent April 21 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Oxprs, Gzorce Roser, Frittenden, Kent, Miller April 
at12 Young « Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

| PaRxer, Eu, B ham, Farmer April 24 at3 Bank 
ruptcy Office, Oxford 

Parkinson, Josepu, West Cowes, I of W, Chemist April 
2lat12 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

| Pagriss, Gzonce Hessert, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet 
Maker April 22 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


Salop, Licensed 
April 23 at 10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 


| Ross, ALexayper Lesuiz, Rochdale, Plasterer April 2iat 
15 To Rochdale 


; April 27 at 12.9 
7, Hertford st, Coventry 


Sueruvrst, Auruvn, South Barton, Lancs, Traveller April 


21 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


| Spencer, Hayywan River, Rochdale, General Dealer April 


21 at 11.45 Townhall, Rochdale 
6, Slough, Bucks April 21 at 12 %, 
Temple cha brs, Temple avenue 


Termem a. Barrtoy, Gt Grimsby, Joiner April 


22at1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
mn, Collier April zl at3 @, 


don S at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


yne 
Twente Isaac, Newhey, Lance April 21 at 11 Towns 


| Wasson Wituian, or mag Ae » Islington April 22 st 
&® Bankruptey are: 


Ll 
| Wann, CuanLns Meee, Beletel Ge sass Dealer April 
2zati1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, ( Jorn st, Bristol 
wien. Eorru Cuantorrs, Abbey rd, 8t John’s Wood 
April 24 at 2.20 — bldgs, ‘Carey wt 
btonemason April 22 at 11 Of 
Kec, 22, Parx row, " oods 
Fuepenicx Avovgres, Oldham, Hay Deder 
4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bavuau, Joun Mesut, Stale, Baker 
March 61 Ord A 
Bece, Tuomas, Brad vy "Yabo, Joiner 
Aprils Ord April 1 
Bune ane, Danii. y An 


Walsall Pe 
Bradford Pa 

yn, Kent, Dairyman Canter 
April @ Ord April 10 


a. a p Aonghos, Weivemempeee, Clothier Wolva- 
m Pea 7 Ord April 10 
v py - ‘ 


April 27 at3 - 





26s, ; | 
26s, Od 
Ot the 






pril 21 
il 27 at 
kruptey 
\pril 2 
at 12.2) 
at 2.30 
April 24 
Young 
22 at 12 
¢ April 
at 10.30 
L 22 at 3 
‘anufac- 
idge st, 
at 11.0 
1 Bank- 
April % 
at 12.15 


hemical 
s, Carey 


jirming- 
w, Bir- 
$12 B, 
School- 


ingham 
il 21 at 


Bank- 
t April 


Cabinet 
se lane, 


Licensed 
ster 

yril Zi at 
at 12.30 
er April 
Apel 
| 12 &, 
r April 
it 3 &, 


e Dealer 
eweastle 


Tows- 
il 22 at 
r April 
"6 Wood 
1 Of 


+ Dealer 
Oldbam 





; ton oe Goch. Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Dan. Ord A 
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EE 
Broom, ALFRED Wrtu1am, St Martin’s, 
n 





ery Ware- 
houseman Norwich Pet April 8 Ord April 
Brive, Boean Durham, Jeweller Durham March 10 
‘Gon ss ws He, Ince J Lanes, Grocer Wigan 
20 
Bury, Pai cecuasr Txomas, Brompton, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Northallerton Pet April10 Ord April 10 


Carse, nye George lane, Lewisham, Builder Green- 
wich Pet Aprilil Ord Ap’ ril 1 


Daves, “hl ie Rottingham, Joiner, Nottingham Pet 
Dopps, a scansen, Teeowick, Cumberland, Saddler Coc- 
kermouth Pet Marchi7 Ord April 10 
Epuoxpsox, Witt1am, Troutbeck, Westmorland, Licensed 
Victualler Kendal Pet AprilS Ord April 9 
Ftp, Henry, a, Hants, Baker Guildford 
Pet March 12 Ord April 8 
Fares, es Jost Paooty, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet April 
Ord Ap 
tion. Water, West Rommeatch, Baker West Brom- 
wich PetMar 31 Ord April 9 
Bos 5 py arsed rd High Court Pet March 24 


Jenkins, pO, Appledore, Kent, Hastings Pet Feb 12 Ord 
April 11 


Jonxsox, Austix, West Smithfield, Agent High Court 
Pet March 19 Ord April 10 

Kiyo, James, Hatfield Broad Oak, se Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet April7 Ord April 

Lawsox, Jonny GrorcGE F--gurhe Percrvat, Spalding, 
om, Rope Maker Peterborough Pet Aprill1 Ord 
April 11 

Iaverttt, JosErn, J; 
April8 Ord Apri 

Lives, James, Leicester, Licensed Victualler Leicester 
Pet March 16 Ord April 10 

Merrer, Cuantes Witi1am, Gracechurch st High Court 
Pet June 20 March 27 

Mouse, Epwin Joun, Dunstable, Tailor Luton Pet March 
9 Ord April 11 


Picxvr, Toomas, Sydenham, Upholsterer Greenwich Pet 
March 2 March 31 


Prag, em, Weeley, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet 
Aprill1 Ord April 11 
— saan, Bradford Bradford Pet April 10 
pril 10 
Rost, Hermann Aucust Max, Newcastle on Tyne, Pro- 
vision \ ware Newcastleon Tyne Pet March9 Ord 


A 
Sppon, Risin Westhoughton, Bootmaker Bolton Pet 


April 10 Ord April 10 
Bresue, 7 “he Bristol, Painter Bristol Pet March 27 


Ord Apri! 
ee , Derby Derby Pet April 10 Ord 


TustLe, ete Rosrnson, Made Yorks Stockton on 
Tees Pet April9 Ord April 
Torr, yey iverpool, ay Liverpool Pet Feb 28 
pril 9 
Torwer, Joseru, Warri 


ich, Colourman Ipswich Pet 


D, ee Dealer Warring- 
ton Pet April9 Ord April 
Wave, James E, Lavender hill, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 5 Ord April 11 
— Antuur Reorvatp, Threadneedle st, Stock- 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord April 9 
Bermondsey, Confectioner High 


bs ‘Faxpatron 
et March 6 Ord April 11 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April i Mesere. Beax, Burnett, & Exprivar, at the 

Two Residences at Kilburn and a Freehold 
Poultry and Dairy Farm at Frimley (see advertisement 
on page 4 of this week’s issue). 

April 21.—Messrs. Tauncoop & Martix, at the Mart, at 2. 
Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement on page 8 of 
this week’s issue). 

April 22,Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, 
at 2, Freehold and Leasehold Properties at Lee, Kent, 
(see advertisement on page 3 of last week’s issue). 

April 23.—Messrs. Farxnroruer, Exvtrs, Carn, & Co., at 
ey at % Leasehold Villas near Wandsworth. 

mon (see advertisement on page 5 of the issue of 
March 28th). 





Al letters intended for publication in the 
“BSolicitors’ Jowrnal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where dificulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subvription, PAYABLE IN ADVANGE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
260, ; by Post, 28s, Soxrorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bound 
Gt the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
bs 6d. 


ADVANCES ON wonveses 3 AT FIVE PER 
CENT 


beg e SIBKSBOK BUILDING SOCIETY 


FREE- 
HOLD TE ASEHOLD HOUSES SHOPS, also 
= LICENSED HOUSES, repa: one sum or 


ee © to Fr 
Tovmnsences, Manager, Birk Birkbeck Bank, / ——s 
dings, Chancery: 


lane, London, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE 
Southampton-buildings, 


Chancery-lane, London. 








F Queene OF of Theitt th Bank small 
‘or e receives 
sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW ho. PURCHASE a HOUSE 
BR TWO GUINEAS PER MO 
BIRKBECK FREEHC.D LAND " SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 


FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK. with full 





post free FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, . 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


| Br 


uisite under the above Acts on the 
Every req e supplied 





ltt SOURS end BORE RO & ats Se Cone 


“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
Gstdbution. SHARE me Chnriricat cs, ES, 


FICATES, D 4 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved 
SEALS designed and p_—mten No 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agente, 

49, FLEET-STREZT, LONDON, E.C. (commer | 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 

Ansual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BREAKFAST-SUPPER. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER #&@ SHEP HEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Werk. 
Every description of Printing—lange or small. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI. Newspaper 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracts entered into. 


ADAME TUMAUD'S EXHIBITION.— 

am, during the Summer Months. 

Ww Additions. at SS eee 

pee 8 omnibuses from all parts. Just added :—The 

Ring of Sea Tableau. we Magnificent Superd 

w 

Ry Grand Promenade, tful 
music all op. ew econgs, solos, Go, Special 

arrangements, Popular prices, Every convenience and 


ADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION, 


Raker-atreet Station..JARBZ SPENCER BAL- 
FOUR, THE LIBBRATOR FAILURE. “admin, ma. 
Trains and omnibuses from all la. ; 

MADAME 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


The £5 5s. 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, &c. 


Tt is the most convenient and durable yet offered to the - 
Profession. 


Consists of tour eupesier jepenned Deed Boxes, with Soii- 
down fronts, and four meach. Secured by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other 


Size, 20in. by 13in. by 14in. 





G | arwvecevecccmssepersesnccopeness 





SS Ad 


Jonnnea on an edegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mowatings. 


N.B.—A Second-hand N 
fall-front deed boxes said in = potent ios and dupe 
Goad bom hota, Up TUE: by B0tn. os tus. OA aot cach. ~ 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREBT, BC. (Only Address. 


BRAND & CO'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS. 
Of aN Chemists and Geovere. 


RRAND & OO, MAYFAIR, W,, & MAYFAIR WORKS 





children under 
TUSSAUD'S A 





VAUXHALL, LONDON, SW, 
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REVERSIONS \ Purchased ON partion eens TERMS 


English and Scottish Law Life 
LIFE INTERESTS | Assurance Association, 
GROUND RENTS 


» WATERLOO PLACE, LONDON, S.W., 
Or Advances Made. 
LIBERAL COMMISSION ON ASSURANCE BUSINESS TO SOLICITORS. 
APPLY TO GENERAL MANAGER. 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 


OF 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus axD Saceieniaiais 17 anp 18, Prccapmiy, W., and at 1 ann 2, 
GracecuvRnce-steeet, Connwutit, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they ACCURATELY 
— above for the Lagat PRrorssston ‘or wg bm ee the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 























THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


‘LAW EXAMINATIONS 
eg rg 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. Principal : 
A Large Stock Second-hand Reports Text~boo! Oxon and London 
- always on Sale. ont KS | Tutors: A Nomper or Hicu-ciass Hoxovss Guapuatss 
BagrisTers, asp SPECIALISTS. 
Preparation in small small Classes and by 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. Individual attention throughout. 


any . 
THIRD EDITION, 5 ’ 
-_ ih SUPPLEMENT, bri attaten Address: Taz Paixcipat, Bonuixeros re na 
Price 18s.; cash, 14s. 64.; post-free, 15s. Ps =. , 
NDERMAUR'S MANUAL oF Zaurty. LAW a, Eaton. The ieatenaiate 
A Treatise on Equity. poe in Se Students, | the evening. The Summer T 2S Se eran. 


and intended in - f 
aa ee ee 2 Complete Text-Book for | —Send or prospectus to the Secretary, W W 


Guo. Bacsze, 16, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane. AW.—Wanted, Situation as Cashier and 


Tr. Bill Clerk in office ; Kain’s andes Sass; 

BARTH MEW’ O8SPIT great experi accounts ; first-class 

S* a m AL and age  —ams FP. —, Claremont-road, Redruth, 
The SUMMER SESSION will BEGIN on FRIDAY, = - 


Cornwall 
a ‘an eA 











e and with 
office, with a 


AW.—A Solicitor of experi 
for y 4 aan “ Solicitors’ 


Sone uires a Clerkship in a 
v within the Hospital walle, subject t the Collecs | Journal” «Partnership, — Adres, 
Snipe cal Pitcosel te the supeeste value of over AW.—Solicitor (25, recently admitted, 
py ae ae | stolons entering io, Say gv irsse pe Cara st prevent in good 
ore ae f pararalars apy apply to Taz = Yaoer —e- THE conmepeneing se +8, Pavilion P 


Cocenen, St. Busthelemew’s XPERT SHORTHAND WRITER 
Pitman’s) 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DnUGs 2, town preterel. i us, ; Kenonrond, West tap | ( 


‘Goma SOLICITOR offers tempora 
8T, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, by letber ox eine Crea cane of Maman Qeomte Charies Barker & 


Bons, 8, Birchin -lane, EBL. 
Por Gentlemen under the Acts erms, : 
inwae  * Reoore ot, of REDEMPTION at one-fourth 














Apply to Metical Superintenicnt, r now in hands of a 
¥. BROMHEAD, B.A, MB. (Camb.), MESS. (Eng.). — ¥ cent. on his investment.— J. CE, 
Menare. » Prall, & Nickenson, 61, Chancery- 





lane, EL. 


TREATMENT OF (NEEBERIETY. _ AEs Tad 
ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 





AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCTETY, 


114, Chancery-lane, April 1 
Notice is tetshy Given, that the ANNUAL am 
the Shareholders i 





William 
Charles Robert Roberts West, Esq., 
who are igh sak and offer themselves for re-election. 
General Meeting will be held 
at the sinee an be gee be after roy termination of 
the Annual ——, Meeting, to Elect a Director in the 
room of Frederick D a. Ban, & 
By order of 
GHORGE WILLt AM BELL, Secretary, — 
ONDON CHAMBER of ARBITRATION, 
under the Joint oan mon = amma of the Corporation cal 


Chamber of Comm 
for the Settlement of Commercial Disputes are 
held at 


dhall. 
There are over 1,300 Arbitrators representing the various 
essions and Trades. 
Bules can be obtained on applicatio 
CHARL 


ES F. MONCKTON, Registrar. 
5, Chureh-passage, Guildhall, 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender vaiue given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased 


T. ROBINSON, 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sunderland. 


RATIOWAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT CO., LIMITED. Founded 1897. 


REVERSIONARY pan (Absolute and Contia- 
gent), LIFE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, and 
ANNUITIES Purchased. 








i 


z 











The Company pays all its own Cosis of Purchase, 
Apply to Secuerary, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 


HCNIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LoMBARD- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanine-cnoss, Lonpox. 
Established 1782. 

Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W.C.Macpvonatp,} Joint 
¥. B. Macpowaup, J Secretaries. 


ARRIAGES INSURED “AGAINST 
ay agen sees caused by Collision, the 

of Horses, or by being Bun 

chicles. Policies issued for the Year or 


feneoet = t free.—Canniace Insure 
ANCE pentaes Limite, 17, Bail Mall Mall East, London, 8.W, 


wanted. 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL iysveance compas 


tuarep, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 





Loses, oo ne age ~ Teles on Modern Real 
-—Haywano’s, 166 and 168, 
Ontont-atzeet, W we oabliched 1770. / ‘a 





RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. General Manager, 
Por Gentiemen, under the Act and privately EDE AND SOE, THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
For Terms, te., apgly to LIMITED 
&. WEISH BRAWTHWAITE, ROBE ASS MAKERS. (Estastissen 1628), 
Metical Superintendent, | Purchase Reversionary Interoste in Heal and, Persad 
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INESRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE | To Be areatias; She Wheto of tho 


ABUSE OF DRUGS. 
A PRIVATE HOME. | sm am mmm tan 


law Wi ae om for Kegistrars, Town 
ee eee ees sat Case of Loficn ct tho Upper ond and Clerks of the Peace: 


Topere Comm  Ertetan ‘the Bis alas | Corporation Hobos, Undwersity and Olergy Gowns. 
A 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV. 


4.947. | Menate bn erin, yo 
o Tuatsio, Brie, | anceati: | 
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Property, and Life Interests, and Life Pi 
Advance =e ee Becurities.—-17, fags heme 
yard, Colemanettest, E. 


rs ARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
Z© fp LAMDED of YUNDED PROPERTY or othe 





PURCHASED. 
by the the HQUITABLE BE 
Se 2 Eira 


1 H, CLAYTON 
¥. i. CLAY YTON, | wecrstasies 
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